MARYLAND

HISTORICAL MAGAZINE




BOARD OF EDITORS

Dr. Ruopa M. Dorsey, Chatrman
Dr. Jack P. GREENE

Dr. AuBrey C. LAND

Dr. BENJAMIN QUARLES

Dr. Morris L. RADOFF

MR. A. RUSSELL SLAGLE

Dr. RICHARD WALSH



MARYLAND HISTORICAL MAGAZINE
Vor. 63, No. 2 June, 1968

CONTENTS

PAGE

Greenbelt, Maryland: A City on a Hill
Leslie Gene Hunter

Priest Neale and His Successors
John W. McGrain, Jr.

Frank R. Kent’s Opposition to Franklin D.
Roosevelt and the New Deal Eugene W. Goll

Sidelights Edited by Richard K. MacMaster

Instructions to a Tobacco Factor, 1725

Bibliographical Notes, Edited by Edward G. Howard

Not in Semmes IV by Bernard de Bruyn

Reviews of Recent Books . . :

Tindall, The Emergence of the New South by Henry H. Slmms

Smith, The Death of Slavery: The United States, 1837-65, by Howard
H. Bell

Halasz, The Rattling Chains, Slave Unrest and Revolt in the Ante-
bellum South, by W. Harrison Daniel

Abbott, The Freedmen’s Bureau in South Carolina, 1865-1872, by
James 1. Robertson, Jr.

Slagle, The Slagle Family in America, Descended from The Schlegel
von Gottleben Family of Germany, by P. W, Filby

Sefton, The United States Army and Reconstruction, 1865-1877, by
Robert H. Jones

Wynes, Forgotten Voices: Dissenting Southerners in an Age of Con-
formity, by Harry M. Ward

Evans, Ballots and Fence Rails: Reconstruction on the Lower Cape
Fear, by Richard R. Duncan

Gray, The National Waterway: A History of the Chesapeake and
Delaware Canal, 1769-1965, by Charles W. Turner

Main, The Upper House in Revolutionary America, 1763-1788, by
Robert M. Calhoon

BogksiBoceived .. . . . oL
Nogessameli@ii@ies - . . . "5 o o
Contributors

Apaogl Report . . - . .

105

187

158
172

Wi

190

203
205
206
208

Annual Subscription to the Magazine, $5.00. Each issue $1.25. The Magazine
assumes no responsibility for statements or opinions expressed in its pages.

Richard R. Duncan, Editor
Nancy Faass, Assistant to the Editor

Published quarterly by the Maryland Historical Society, 201 W. Monument S
Baltimore, Md. Second-Class postage paid at Baltimore, Md.

treet,



MARYLAND
HISTORICAL
MAGAZINE

A Quarterly

Volume 63 JUNE, 1968 Number 2

GREENBELT, MARYLAND:
A CITY ON A HILL

By LesLiE GENE HUNTER

N a cover story for its March 4, 1966 issue, Time magazine

focused 1its attention on the need for urban planning and
editorialized that: “In 1966, 67% of the nation’s population
is jammed into 9% of its acreage . . . by A.D. 2000, 80% of
all Americans—more than today’s entire population—will be
city dwellers.”* Reflecting this concern, the recent establish-
ment of the Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment has further underscored the priority of urban problems.
But interest in such planning by the federal government was
actually foreshadowed by the New Deal Resettlement Admin-
istration project, Greenbelt, Maryland, in the 1930’s.

Some of the impulses which went into this project had a
history going back several decades before the New Deal. An

1 Time, March 4, 1966.
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English intellectual, Sir Ebenezer Howard, planned a number
of Garden Cities in the nineteenth century as a solution for the
chaotic, unattractive and unhealthy metropolises. His model
towns of Letchworth and Welwyn inspired a number of young
American architects and town planners, who built the Garden
City of Radburn, New Jersey, and who were later involved in
designing the Greenbelt towns. In the first three decades of
this century a number of groups sponsored Garden Cities and
back-to-the-land movements to solve urban problems by re-
settling men in planned communities and in a rural environ-
ment. The back-to-the-land movement gained momentum in
the depression, and the Senate advised the Secretary of Agri-
culture to furnish information to the destitute who were anxious
to return to the country.?

Franklin D. Roosevelt held a number of notions similar to
those of the back-to-the-landers. His uncle, Frederick A. Delano,
was deeply involved in municipal improvement programs, and
Roosevelt later recalled that he became interested in urban
planning in 1912 following a conversation with his uncle. He
was not interested in the “mere planning of a single city but in
the larger aspects of planning. It is the way of the future.”?
In 1911 the future president indicated that the political hope
of the country rested with the rural folk who had more time
for meditation and who had a courageous conviction for their
conclusions.*

It was possible, Governor Franklin Roosevelt wrote, to ar-
range a better distribution of population between the large
metropolises and the small rural towns. It was not necessary
to keep the workers in the “shadow of the factory” because
electric power meant that industry could decentralize, and

2 Ebenezer Howard, Garden Cities of To-Morrow (London, 1945) , pp. 83-9;
Clarence S. Stein, Toward New Towns for America (New York, 1957), pp. 11-7;
Paul Conkin, Tomorrow a New World: The New Deal Community Program
(Ithaca, N.Y., 1959), pp. 15-30, 68-70; U.S. Senate Agriculture and Forestry
Committee, Information as an Aid to Unemployed Who Seek Opportunities in
Rural Areas, Report No. 799, 72nd Congress, 1st Session, 1932.

3 Rexford G. Tugwell, The Democratic Roosevelt: A Biography of Franklin D.
Rooscvelt (Garden City, 1957) , p. 45; Rexford G. Tugwell, “The Sources of New
Deal Reformism,” Ethics, Vol. 64 (July, 1954) , pp. 268-274; Franklin Roosevelt,
“Growing Up by Plan,” Survey, Vol. 67 (Feb. 1, 1932), p. 483; Frederick A.
Delano, “To Meet the Housing Needs of the Lower Income Groups,” American
City, Vol. 52 (Jan., 1937), pp. 45-48.

¢ New York Globe, Feb. 6, 1911, quoted in Tugwell, “The Sources of New Deal
Reformism,” pp. 274-275.
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locate in rural areas, which held innumerable advantages over
an urban environment. In 1931 he informed the American
Country Life Conference that he desired to alleviate the plight
of the distressed who were concentrated in the cities. Because
of modern transportation the rural resident could not only enjoy
the fruits of urban culture but also a more “natural community
life.” He established a commission to investigate and plan for
establishing “wholly new rural communities of homes for
workers.”’

In Looking Forward, Roosevelt announced that he was inter-
ested in an alternative which was intermediary between urban
and rural living—a “rural-industrial group.” The tone of the
President’s pronouncements were far from the rapturous,
utopian rhetoric used by some of his subordinates. One of the
“brains trust” pointed out that Herbert Hoover had a clearer
notion of the “city’s essence, its beautiful organic possibilities”
than Roosevelt. One scholar’s comment that Roosevelt thought
of his urban housing program more in terms of reviving the
building trades quite correctly indicates the man’s more prag-
matic approach. This can be extended to some extent to the
resettlement projects, about which he was a great deal more
enthusiastic.®

In his first Inaugural Address, Roosevelt announced:

Our greatest primary task is to put people to work. This is no
unsolvable problem if we face it wisely and courageously. It can
be accomplished in part by direct recruiting by the government
itself, treating the task as we would treat the emergency of a war,
but at the same time, through this employment, accomplishing
greatly needed projects to stimulate and recognize the use of our
natural resources.

5 Although the Commission seemed strikingly like the later Resettlement Ad-
ministration, this does not mean that he entered office with a full blown plan
for resettlement. It does mean that he held a number of predilections which
eventually logically evolved into the Resettlement Administration. Franklin D.
Roosevelt, “Back to the Land,” Review of Reviews, Vol. 84 (Oct., 1931), pp. 63-64;
Franklin D. Roosevelt, “A New Rural Planning,” Rural Government: Proceedings
of the Fourteenth American Country Life Conference (Chicago, 1932), pp. 10-17.

¢ Hoover had issued, while he was Secretary of Commerce, the first model city
planning law to guide local government.

Franklin D. Roosevelt, Looking Forward (New York, 1933) , pp. 56-57; Tugwell,
“The Sources of New Deal Reformism,” pp. 267-268; William E. Leuchtenburg,
Franklin D. Roosevelt and the New Deal, 1932-1940 (New York, 1963), pp.
134-135.
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Hand in hand with this we must frankly recognize the over-
balance of population in our industrial centers, and, by engaging
on a national scale in a redistribution, endeavor to provide a
better use of the land.”

A number of early attempts were made to implement these
ideas. Congress allowed $25 million of the National Industrial
Recovery Act (NIRA) to help resettle yural and urban popula-
tions. A division of Subsistence Homesteads was established in
the Department of Agriculture under the Federal Emergency
Relief Act (FERA). The director of FERA established by exec-
utive order a Division of Rural Rehabilitation and Stranded
Populations. The Public Works Administration (PWA) estab-
lished a Scientific Advisory Board which set up a Land Use
committee. The Agricultural Adjustment Act (AAA) had a
Land Policy section, and the Surplus Relief Corporation (SRC)
worked in the area of land use.®

The diverse agencies dealing with a more rational use of land
and distribution of population were coordinated in 1935 by a
series of executive orders which brought them together in a new
agency—the Resettlement Administration (RA). To head the
RA Roosevelt appointed Columbia University economic pro-
fessor Rexford Guy Tugwell who shared with Roosevelt a deep
interest in rural life and in whom Roosevelt (according to Tug-
well) felt that he had found a kindred spirit.?

Tugwell was an extremely prolific young intellectual who
had been deeply impressed by Thornstein Veblen’s ideas.
He held collectivist views and believed that the old individ-

7”Samuel I. Rosenman (ed.), The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin
Roosevelt (New York, 1938-1950) , II, p. 13.

8 Florence E. Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,” Monthly
Labor Review, Vol. 53 (Dec., 1941), pp. 1368-1369; Conkin, Tomorrow a New
World, pp. 87-94, 131-134; Bernard Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and the New
Deal (New Brunswick, New Jersey, 1964), p. 263.

® A series of other agencies were subsequently transferred to the Resettlement
Administration. Executive Order 7072, Sept. 30, 1935, Executive Order 7028, Sept.
30, 1935, Executive Order 7041, May 15, 1935, and Executive Order 7200, Sept. 26,
1935, U.S. House of Representatives, Select Committee of the House Committee on
Agriculture, Hearings to Investigate thc Activities of the Farm Security Admin-
istration, 78th Cong., 1st Sess., 1943, pp. 10-23, 966-969; U.S. House of Repre-
sentatives, Agriculture Commxttee, Investigating the Activities of the Farm Se-
curity Administration, Report No. 1430, 78th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1944, pp. 52-55;
“Emergency and Experimental New Deal Legislation Expiring this Year,” Con-
gressional Digest, Vol. 16 (Jan., 1937), pp. 6-8; Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and
the New Deal, pp. 264-265; Rexford Tugwell, “The Preparation of a President,”
Western Political Quarterly, Vol. 1 (June, 1948), pp. 133-185.
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Rexford Guy Tugwell, 1891-

ualistic capitalism and rampant exploitation was archaic and
responsible for the disastrous imbalances that the world was
then experiencing. He bitterly assailed the orthodoxies and
announced that the method to correct the ills and to prevent
their recurrence was a collectivistic and rationally planned
economy. He was sickened by the misery, squalor and unem-
ployment in large cities, and distressed by the depleted natural
resources, ravished, exploited and virtually destroyed by the
selfish, individualistic system of land ownership. The economic
system had to be treated as a planned and regulated whole for
the benefit and indeed for the very survival of the community.
In 1935, he wondered “if our next great spirit of common
endeavor will not be to see America rehoused.”1°

19 Rexford Tugwell, “After the New Deal,” New Republic, Vol. 99 (July 26,
1939) , pp. 323-325; Rexford Tugwell, “Down to Earth,” Current History, Vol. 44
(July, 1936), pp. 33-38; Rexford Tugwell, “The Real Estate Dilemma,” Public
Administration Review, Vol. 2 (Nov. 1, 1942), pp. 27-29; Rexford Tugwell, The
Battle for Democracy (New York, 1935), p. 67; Rexford Tugwell, “Our New
National Domain,” Scribner’s Magazine, Vol. 99 (March, 1936) ; Rexford Tugwell,
“Changing Acres,” Current History, Vol. 44 (Sept., 1936), pp. 59-63; Tugwell,
“The Sources of New Deal Reformism,” pp. 251-255; Mariner Eccles, Beckoning

Frontiers (New York, 1951), p. 114; Sternshevr, Rexford Tugwell and the New
Deal, pp. 12-25, 92-111, 132, 140, 195.
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Professor Tugwell was in many ways an unfortunate choice
for the directorship of the RA. He was greatly vilified and his
public image was a distorted parody of reality. A newspaper
editor warned parents not to allow their children to read his
books, and a number of Congressmen were decidedly hostile.
The vociferous attack upon the man further weakened the
program of the RA and what possibilities there were for the
success of Greenbelt.11

Harold Ickes, Secretary of the Interior, noted in his diary
that Tugwell was indiscreet in his announcements. Tugwell
had written a pompous poem in his youth announcing that he
would roll up his sleeves, “bend the forces untamable,” “harness
the powers irresistible,” and ‘“make America over.” He told an
audience that they should be indignant enough to form ranks
and “execute a concerted attack on well-stocked Tory citadels.”
They were witnessing the “death struggle of industrial autoc-
racy.” The autocrats had to be removed from power but with-
out bloodshed.’> The foes of Greenbelt had plenty of
ammunition.

He was attacked as a Communist. He was accused of using
Roosevelt as a Kerensky, while he ultimately would emerge as
the American Lenin. He had made a trip to Russia in 1927
which was never forgotten. Although the Greenbelt towns were
only a small part of the RA, they were singled out for the most
vigorous attack. If the vilification were not enough, his pro-
grams were attacked by the courts and the construction of one
of the Greenbelt towns was thwarted.'?

*1 Prior to his appointment to the RA, he was nominated for the position of
Undersecretary of Agriculture. Only after he had been denounced and rigorously
grilled by a Senate hearing, and after Mr. Farley had been “put to work,” was
his nomination approved.

Russell Lord, The Wallaces of Iowa (Boston, 1947), pp. 345-347, 459; Sternsher,
Rexford Tugwell and the New Deal, pp. vii, 223-250, 252-258; Rexford Tugwell,
“The Compromising Roosevelt,” Western Political Quarterly, Vol. 6 (June, 1953) ,
pp. 330; Harold L. Ickes, The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes: The First Thou-
sand Days, 1933-1936 (New York, 1953), I, pp. 164, 474.

*2 Rexford Tugwell, “The Progressive Task Today and Tomorrow,” Vital
Speeches, Vol. 2 (Dec. 2, 1935), pp. 130-135; Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and
the New Deal, p. 5.

The poem was quoted by hostile Sertators and in numerous articles. See for
example: “Tugwell’s Dream,” Newsweek, Vol. 28 (July 1, 1946), p. 26; Hearings
to Investigate . . . the Farm Security Administration, pp. 1866-1870.

12 Alva Johnston, “Tugwell, the President’s Idea Man,” Saturday Evening Post,
Vol. 209 (Aug. 1, 1936), p. 8; Blair Bolles, “The Sweetheart of the Regimenters,”
The American Mercury, Vol. 39 (Sept., 1936), pp. 80-81; New York Times,



GREENBELT, MARYLAND: A CITY ON A HILL 111

His agency never received Congressional sanction. Of the
young men who flocked to Washington, old-time politicians
especially disliked the cold and rather arrogant intellectual
from Columbia. He had no administrative experience, and
there was no reason to assume that he could coordinate and
direct diverse multi-million dollar programs. By training, back-
ground, education and temperament he was not the best choice
Roosevelt could have made. Putting Tugwell in charge of the
RA, one critic wrote, was “like putting Typhoid Mary in charge
of the Public Health Service.”!* This bon mot contains a
certain amount of truth.

One observer noted that Tugwell and his followers had an
élan to reconstruct the United States. Eventually it became
evident that they were working in a vacuum; “The conspirators
had neglected to take the American people into their confi-
dence.” The bitter Veblenian rhetoric and the sophisticated
intellectual conceptions made for a lack of communication
between the RA and the public, and indeed left the agency
open to attack. Years later, Tugwell remained unrepentant
and advised planners that they must pursue their solutions to
urban problems “singlemindedly even if in advance of majority
consent to the particular instruments” they chose to employ.1?

By 1936, Tugwell was a political liability and the adminis-

Sept. 21, 1936; Broadus Mitchell, Depression Decade: From New Era Through
New Deal (Vol. 9, “The Economic History of the United States,” New York,
1947) , p. 217; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 161-174.

For the size of the Suburban Resettlement Division compared to the overall
Resettlement, see: Resettlement Administration, First Annual Report of the
Resettlement Administration (1936), p. 73; “Work of the Resettlement Admm-
istration, 1935-1936,” Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 44 (March, 1937) 620;
Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and the New Deal, pp. 268-277; Hearings to Investl-
gate . . . Farm Security Administration, pp. 1030, 1118.

» Sternsher Rexford Tugwell and the New Deal, p. 217; Loxd, The Wallaces
of Iowa, pp. 351-357; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 176-177; Secret Diary
of Harold L. Ickes, p. 410; Johnston, “Tugwell, the President’s Idea Man,” p. 9.

15 Qver two decades after he left the New Deal he advised young administrators
to be certain when they attacked social ills, that they were riding the crest of a
popular movement. If they did not have, however, the backing of a powerful
and articulate political bloc, they should proceed anyway and fail as gloriously
as their predecessors. “You will have the satisfaction, which is not to be dis-
counted, of having annoyed a good many miscreants who had it coming to them.”

Rexford Tugwell, “The Resettlement Idea,” Agricultural History, Vol. 33 (Oct.,
1959) , pp. 163-164; Tugwell, “The Real Estate Dilemma,” p. 28; Marquis W.
Childs, I Write From Washington (New York, 1942), pp. 12-14.
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tration knew it. Jim Farley, Postmaster General and political
oracle in this year, believed that the WPA and Tugwell would
be the two major points of Republican attack in the upcoming
election. When he told the President that Harry Hopkins, con-
troversial head of the FERA, and Rex Tugwell ought to be kept
out of the campaign and permitted to make no speeches, Roose-
velt replied: “I agree thoroughly . . . I'm going to take steps to
eliminate criticism in the future.” Rexford Tugwell politely
tendered his resignation effective at the end of the year.16

Before he resigned, however, the Resettlement Administra-
tion had undertaken a number of projects, and the plans for
the city on the hill had been made. The Resettlement Admin-
istration, and others, had been swamped with a number of
crackpot schemes. One man wanted to reinvigorate the lethargic
blood stream of Southerners by importing Quakers. A dancing
instructor proposed that Greek robes and instruction in aesthetic
dances be provided for crude and heavy-footed farmers. A Cali-
fornia eccentric proposed that gigantic dairy barns to house
2,000 cows be built. His plans called for an electric fly killer at
the roof of the barn and a chain of buckets to carry the corpses
of the executed insects to the manure spreader. The electricity
to run the machinery would be provided by twenty-four bulls
walking on power-producing treadmills.'?

The scheme which Tugwell hatched seemed to his critics to
be equally strange. His staff was housed in the fifty-four room

¢ After Tugwell’s resignation his only connection with Greenbelt was some
years later when he was a resident of Greenbelt and a member of the Board of
Directors in the Savings and Loan Association which was trying to help refinance
the resale of the cooperative homes.

The Secret Diary of Harold L. Ickes, p. 580; New York Times, March 31, 1936;
James A. Farley, Jim Farley’s Story (New York, 1948), p. 57; Tugwell, The
Democratic Roosevelt, pp. 414, 547; Tugwell, “The Resettlement Idea,” p. 163;
Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and the New Deal, p. 304; 25th Anniversary Green-
belt, 1937-1962, p. 84.

On the day his resignation was effective, the Resettlement Administration was
transferred to the Department of Agriculture. Its name was later changed, and
it was restricted from undertaking any new projects. And the Greenbelt towns
were booted from agency to agency until they were finally liquidated.

Executive Order 7530, Dec. 31, 1936, Executive Order 9070, Feb. 24, 1942,
House Report No. 1430, pp. 55-59; U.S. House of Representatives, Agriculture
Committee, Farm Security Act of 1937, Report No. 586, 75th Cong., 1st Sess.,
1937, pp. 2-9; U.S. House of Representatives, Agriculture Committee, Farm
Security Act of 1937, Report No. 1065, 75th Cong., Ist Sess., 1937, p. 9; Hearing
to Investigate . .. the Farm Security Administration, pp. 971, 1138.

17 Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, pp. 99-100; Russell Lord, “The Rebirth
of Rural Life,” Survey Graphic, Vol. 30 (Dec., 1941}, p. 690.
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Walsh mansion. Halfway up the grand marble stairway was a
massive piece of sculpture. The high ceilings were decorated
with saccharine frescoes, and the walls had to be covered to
protect the brocade. Desks were set up in what had been the
mistress’ boudoir, beneath a mural of little angels singing. In
these heady surroundings the planners drafted plans for Green-
belt, Maryland. One observer noted that the planners seemed
like a “party of happy picknickers” who had been “‘allowed to
camp for a time of the halls of the rich and mighty.” A distin-
guished architectural consultant noted that the young designers
thought of residential housing in terms of tailor-made mansions.
Some of their first sketches looked like “Westchester villas” of
young bankers.!® Greenbelt to be sure would be like no other
city in the United States.

The RA was charged with building rural and suburban com-
munities in which destitute and low income families could be
resettled. The Greenbelt project had three officials goals—
employing relief workers, demonstrating the soundness of town
planning, and providing low rent housing—which complicated
an evaluation of the city because these goals were variously
interpreted.!?

The architects wanted to build the best of possible cities,
planned as an aesthetic whole. One of the designers dreamed
that it would preserve “eye to eye democracy” and the old New
England village heritage. President Roosevelt was less utopian
and desired to put men to work constructing houses for low
income families in pleasant rural environments. Director Tug-
well wanted to show the potentialities of social planning and
the inadequacies of housing built by private enterprise. A
Senator believed that the project would prime the “business
pump” and incidentally provide new, badly needed housing.
At times the RA bureaucrats emphasized that it was a demon-

18 “Alphabet Soup in a Washington Mansion,” Literary Digest, Vol. 120 (Aug.
31, 1935), pp. 10-11; Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 120; Childs, I Write From
Washington, pp. 10-13.

*® Hearings to Investigate . . . the Farm Security Administration, p. 966;
“Establishment of Federal Resettlement Administration,” Monthly Labor Re-
view, Vol. 41 (Aug., 1935), p. 348; New York Times, May 2, 1935; Stein, Toward
New Towns, pp. 118-120; Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,”
p- 1374; Henry S. Churchill, “America’s Town Planning Begins,” New Republic,
Vol. 87 (June 3, 1936), p. 87; “Greenbelt Towns,” Architectural Record, Vol. 80
(Sept., 1936), p. 216.
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stration of new town planning; on other occasions they reported
that the project had been undertaken primarily to provide
relief work. On a single page of an RA report the towns were
proclaimed as “‘charting the course for modern town planning,”
and a few lines later it was announced that “‘the purpose of this
program was to provide useful employment for relief labor in
the construction of communities in suburban areas.”?2°

An incredibly complex system of accounting developed in
which various items were “written off” the costs of the project
on the basis of different objectives. One hostile critic perceived
the extreme difficulty in this mathematical morass of determin-
ing the success of Greenbelt. In a fictitious dialogue between
an administrator and a taxpayer, she portrayed the taxpayer as
complaining that it was not very efficient relief because the
government was spending millions of dollars to aid only a
handful of people. The New Dealer replied that it was only
partially relief, it was really a demonstration model community.
When the taxpayer wondered how it could be a model if it
housed only the lowest income group, the administrator
answered that it was relief for the lower income group. If it
was relief, the taxpayer persisted, it was extremely inadequate
because it would house only a few families. The New Dealer
replied that it was a demonstration. When the taxpayer in-
quired what type of a demonstration cost two to three times
what was necessary, he was told that it was relief.2? Although
there were some fallacies in this dialogue, it brilliantly illu-
minated the most difficult dialectic which occurred in trying
to evaluate Greenbelt, Maryland.

The Resettlement Administration assembled a large number

2° “Housing Under the Resettlement Administration,” Monthly Labor Review,
Vol. 44 (June, 1937), p. 1387; Senator Robert F. Wagner, “Should the Admin-
istration’s Housing Policy be Continued?” Congressional Digest, Vol. 15 (April,
1936) , pp. 112-113; Resettlement Administration, Report of the Administrator
of the Resettlement Administration, 1937, p. 17; Farm Security Administration,
Toward Farm Security (1941), pp. 86-87; U. S. House of Representatives, Appro-
priations Committee, Hearings on the Agriculture Department Appropriations
Bill for 1943, Part 2, 77th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1942, p. 236; U. S. Senate, Banking
and Currency Committee, Hearings on S. 351. Sale of Greentown Suburban Re-
settlement projects, 8lst Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, pp. 75-76; Rexford Tugwell,
“Should the Administration’s Housing Policy be Continued?” Congressional
Digest, Vol. 15 (April, 1936) , pp. 114-116; First Annual Report of the Resettle-
ment Administration, p. 43.

1 Johnston, “Tugwell, The President’s Idea Man,” p. 73.
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of experts who studied the growth of 100 cities, the proportion
of the population in manufacturing, the wage scales, labor
policies, the local government, and the housing needs. They
narrowed the field to those locations where industrial and land
values did not fluctuate radically, and where there was a good
wage scale and a diversity of industry. The RA was assisted by
labor unions in distributing thousands of questionnaires to
evaluate what the local populace wanted in a house.??

Each of the Greenbelt towns had a separate staff. But before
the research was completed, construction began on Greenbelt
under the urgency of providing relief work. The titles to sev-
eral parcels of land, many of which were held by original grants
from Lord Baltimore, were quickly optioned. The site was
chosen because of the availability of the land and it adjoined
the National Agriculture Research Center whose employees
perhaps could be housed in Greenbelt. The topography was
perfect for economical planning, and Washington had a rapid
population growth, lacked adequate housing, and its rent rates
were 30 per cent higher than cities of comparable size. There
are various statistics on how many acres were purchased. Re-
gardless of how many acres were purchased, the land was inex-
pensive because it had been exhausted by tobacco farming and
cost $91.73, $94, $97 or $98 per acre (depending upon the
statistic chosen).??

Assuming that 12,259 acres were purchased, 8,659 of this were
turned over to the Research Center. Of the 3,600 acres remain-
ing, 217 were used for the town itself, 500 for future expansion,
250 for parks, 107 for allotment gardens, twenty for a county
high school, and the rest was left undeveloped for parks and
recreation.?

22 Churchill, “America’s Town Planning Begins,” p. 96; ‘“‘Greenbelt Towns,”
pp. 216-219; First Annual Report of the Resettlement Administrator, p. 43.

2 George A. Warner, Greenbelt. The Cooperative Community (New York,
1954) , pp. 13-14, 16-19; Stein, Toward New Towns, pp. 117-119; Cedric Larson,
“Greenbelt, Maryland: A Federally Planned Community,” National Municipal
Review, Vol. 27 (Aug., 1938), pp. 413-414; New York Times, Oct. 10, 1937; 25th
Anniversary Greenbelt, pp. 2-3; “Housing Under the Resettlement Administra-
tion,” 1936; “Greenbelt,” Time, Vol. 30 (Sept. 13, 1937), p. 10; First Annual
Report of the Resettlement Administration, p. 45; Conkin, Tomorrow A New
World, p. 311; “Site Plans for ‘Greenbelt’ Towns,” American City, Vol. 51 (Aug.,
1936) , pp. 57-58; “Greenbelt Towns,” 221.

24 Conkin, Tomorrow A New World, p. 311; Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,”
pp. 413-414. One article indicated that 4,472 acres were reserved for the town.
“Housing Under the Resettlement Administration,” p. 1936.
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The cost of the land was tabulated differently in the cost of
Greenbelt by various authors. Sometimes, apparently, the total
cost of all the land, including that given to the Research Center,
was added to the cost of the project. At other times, only the
amount used by the town was added. And a number of statistics
exist for how many acres were set aside for the town and how
much this land cost.?®

The plan called for building in the country to avoid the high
costs of urban land, and by providing a market for the local
farmers, it would ““do much to provide a genuine union between
rural and urban life.” The community would be placed in the
center of a large tract of land, leaving a large ring of the sur-
rounding land undeveloped to form a protective belt. All of
the “greenbelt” (and hence the name) would be held by a single
owner—at first the government and later a corporation of the
residents—which would enable the community to control its
destiny and rationally plan its future development. No slums
would develop; there would be no encroachment by metro-
politan overflow, and the values of the land and the homes
would remain stable. All the illogical aspects of the old towns
which had grown up in a chaotic way would be avoided. The
architects could plan the relation of each building to the whole
and design to meet the human needs; they believed they were
“creating a stage, a theater for the good life.”26

The residential dwellings at Greenbelt were built on a long
graceful crescent shaped hill. At the center of the crescent the
commercial section of town and the community buildings were

25 Rather than 3,600 acres being set aside for the town, the Farm Security
Administration (FSA) calculated that 3,371 acres were set aside costing
$556,623.15." A Navy cost accountant and one time Mayor of Greenbelt calcu-
lated that the land cost $561,000 or $564,000 if the gardens were added. One of
the designers figured that 3,300 acres of the land were set aside for the use of
the town costing about $90 per acre. A further variation was that 3,371 acres
were set aside costing $555,257. Farm Security Administration, Report of the
Administrator of the Farm Security Administration, 1941, p. 35; Parker, “Labor
Under the Farm Security Program,” pp. 1368-1375; Warner, Greenbelt, p. 215;
Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 127.

28 John Dreier, “Greenbelt Planning: Resettlement Administration Goes to
Town,” Pencil Points, Vol. 17 (Aug., 1936), pp. 401-406; Clarence S. Stein, “New
Towns for New Purposes,” Lewis Mumford (ed.) , Roots of Contemporary Archi-
tecture (New York, 1952), pp. 339, 345; Stein, Toward New Towns, pp. 120-127;
Lewis Mumford, The Culture of Cities (New York, 1938), p. 452; Mayer, “A
Technique for Planning Complete Communities,” Architectural Forum, Vol. 66
(Jan. & Feb., 1937), pp. 21-26, 135.
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Greenbelt, Maryland. Photograph by Raymond Faass.

located, roughly equidistant from all the homes. The major
road of the town ran along the outside of the hill in an arc
and then looped back along the inside of the ridge. The archi-
tects avoided the old grid pattern of streets, and the crescent
shaped hill between the two arcs was divided at 1,000 foot
intervals by roads connecting the two arcs. The homes were
thus separated into five large superblocks.?”

Each superblock was fifteen to twenty acres in size (roughly
five to six times the regular block) and contained ninety to 120
homes or about seven families per acre. The city was planned
to allow it to expand to triple its size with little strain upon its
facilities. The RA planned to build 1,000 dwellings but only
completed 885 units. Since the work was performed by un-
skilled relief labor, materials which they could handle had to
be employed. Prefabrication was avoided in order to employ
as many men as possible.28

27 Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,” p. 1375; Stein, Toward
New Towns, pp. 127-128.

2% For example, Block “D” had between 400 and 500 people living in 122 units.
“Greenbelt Towns,” pp. 221-222; Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” pp. 414-415;
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The houses faced the interior of the superblock, which was
developed into a park. Of the 885 units, five were single de-
tached homes, 574 were multiple dwelling houses, and 305 were
larger row units. Approximately 40 per cent of the row units
were of cinder block and had flat roofs, while 60 per cent were
of wood frame covered with brick veneer, with pitched roofs.
The five or six variations of house plans were mingled together
in an aesthetic way. The houses were heated by a central plant
so there was no need for basements, and the sub-surface water
conditions made basements costly and impractical. Each group
of units had separate gardens, service entrances, and garages.
The size of the units varied from 1, 2, or 3 rooms in the multi-
family dwellings (the architect’s synonym for apartment) to 3,
4, 5, or 6 rooms in the row units. The cinder block houses and
some of the brick units were painted white with blue trim, while
others were left in the natural brick.?®

The kitchens were completely electric. The first floor of the
units were concrete and tile, while the second floor of the brick
houses were hardwood. The units could be furnished for about
$300—the furniture and interior decorating being planned by
the WPA area project. Since the research of the planners indi-
cated that living rooms were used only for weddings, funerals,
and “to house the rubber plant,” the traffic pattern in the

Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 311-312; “Comparative Architectural De-
tails in the Greenbelt Housing,” The American Architect, Vol. 149 (Oct., 1936) ,
pp. 21, 25; “F.S.A.: Farm Security Administration,” Architectural Forum, Vol. 68
(May, 1938) , pp. 415-416; Warner, Greenbelt, p. 215.

22 One of the critics charged that the walls had to be waterproofed at a later
date because “the first residents didn’t appreciate the privilege of their children
. . . plying their toy boats in the living rooms” every time it rained. There is
no substantiating evidence for this charge. Ed. Thornhill and Fred. Dearmond,
“Another Social Experiment Goes Sour,” Nation’s Business, Vol. 28 (Oct., 1940) ,

o i
S Duncan Aikman, “Tugwelltown,” Current History, Vol. 44 (Aug., 1936) , p. 98;
25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 3; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 311-312;
Dreier, “Greenbelt Planning,” pp. 402-407; “Housing Under the Resettlement
Administration,” pp. 1397-1398; “Comparative Architectural Details in the Green-
belt Housing,” pp. 22-24; Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” pp. 415-416; “Green-
belt Towns,” p. 221.

For some of the Architect’s floorplans which have been reproduced, see: “Com-
parative Architectural Details in the Greenbelt Housing,” pp. 22-25; “Resettle-
ment Project: Greenbelt, Maryland,” Architectural Forum, Vol. 65 (Oct., 1936) ,
p. 299; “F.S.A.: Farm Security Administration,” pp. 415-424; Stein, Toward New
Towns, pp- 118-177, and appendices.
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houses was planned in such a way as to induce a greater use of
the living room.3°

The landscaping of the interior of the superblocks and the
numerous playgrounds for children was done with native shrub-
bery salvaged when the land was cleared. Over 200 men worked
a full year to convert a swamp into a lake, ten feet deep and fed
by over fifty natural springs, at the cost of $72,000. President
Roosevelt dumped the first of several thousand fish, provided
by the Bureau of Fisheries, into the lake. He told the assembled
workers that “the project is an achievement that ought to be
copied in every city in the Nation.” Unfortunately, the lake
soon proved to have so much bacteria that swimming, one of its
major goals, was prohibited. The Resettlement Administration
then built a $72,000 swimming pool.3!

The picnic areas at the lake and the playgrounds were built
for recreation and to keep the children off the streets. The
sidewalks ran through the interior of the blocks for pedestrian
safety, rather than parallel to the roads. Pedestrian underpasses
were built so that no child had to cross a street to get to school.
In the first sketches of the town over 60 miles of roads were
planned, but in the final draft only six miles of streets were
necessary. Because of the curved pattern of the streets there
were no blind corners or obstructions to the driver’s vision.
In the first decade of their existence there was only one traffic
fatality in the three Greenbelt towns combined.3?

3¢ The sizes of the units varied, but for example in a two-story group house
the living room was 1214 x 18, the dining room 10 x 1114, and the kitchen
74 x 12; on the second floor the three bedrooms were 1014 x 1214, 1014 x 1114,
and 8 x 9. In an apartment unit the living room was 12 x 18, the bedroom
12 x 12, and dining room-kitchenette 8 x 12. “F.S.A.: Farm Security Administra-
tion,” pp. 417-423; Mayer, “A Technique for Planning Complete Communities,”

5 18I
: 3t Although one critic charged in 1938 that all the fish had died, there is clear
evidence that they were very much alive in 1940. Merle Thorpe, “Fever Chart
of a Tugwelltown,” Nation’s Business, Vol. 26 (Nov., 1938), p. 13; Warner,
Greenbelt, pp. 42, 52, 111-112, 169-170.

“Housing Under the Resettlement Administration,” p. 1397; Roy S. Braden,
“Plan for Community Living,” Public Management, Vol. 20 (Jan., 1938), pp.
11-12; “The Presidency,” Time, Vol. 28 (Nov. 23, 1936), pp. 13-14; Rosenman,
The Public Papers and Addresses of Franklin D. Roosevelt, V, pp. 588-589.

32 Hearings on S. 351, p. 76; Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,”
p- 1875; Albert Mayer, “Greenbelt Towns: What and Why,” American City,
Vol. 51 (May, 1936), p. 61; Gerald G. Gross, “Greenbelt: The Boondoggle That
Made Good,” Washington-Post, June 8, 1947; “Greenbelt Towns,” p. 221; Stein,
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Garden walk in Greenbelt. Photograph by
Raymond Faass.
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Every effort was made to make the community safe and
aesthetically pleasing. The WPA decorated the schools and the
community buildings. On the pilasters on the side of the school
was chiseled a “frieze of artistic characters.” In the library a
“social realistic” mural was painted. The titles of some of the
“inspiring” paintings at Greenbelt were: “Pouring Concrete,”
“Constructing Sewers,” “Concrete Mixer,” and “Shovel At
Work.” And the front of the community building had a bas-
relief dramatizing the preamble of the Constitution.3?

Toward New Towns, p. 128; First Annual Report of the Resettlement Admin-
istration, p. 44.
For a more detailed description of the traffic record of the first few years, see:
Hugh A. Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939,” American City, Vol. 54 (Feb., 1939), p. 55.
33 New York Times, Oct. 10, 1937; “Culture, Recreation and Commerce Hand-
in-Hand,” Architectural Record, Vol. 90 (Sept., 1941}, p. 80; Conkin, Tomorrow
a New World, p. 196; Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939, p. 55.
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Various figures exist for the cost of this model city. All three
Greenbelt towns were added together by one author—2,267
units at $36,200,920 or $15,968 per unit. A statistician in the
U.S. Department of Labor was told in 1942 that the total invest-
ment was $36,163,655.27 .34

It was possible to list the cost of Greenbelt alone at
$13,450,000 and then add that the price of constructing the
buildings was only $4,799,000. A Navy cost accountant and
one time mayor of Greenbelt concluded that Greenbelt cost
$13,450,000. And there are a plethora of other statistics which
only added to the confusion.?®

The House Appropriations Committee was told in 1942 that
the total investment in Greenbelt was $13,722,000. The next
year the Hearings on the Farm Security Administration (FSA)
was told that the total investment in the project was
$13,701,817.17—but the total cost was only $8,819,732.66 or
$9,909.81 per unit. That is, something like $5 million had been
“written off.”” An historian used the same figures but calculated
that the per unit cost was $15,395. Time magazine calculated
(undoubtedly based on a FSA report) that Greenbelt had cost
$14,227,000, but $8,500,000 was “written off” which meant that
the per unit cost was only $5,423. Time also reported that the
adjoining Jand had increased in value to $4,000 per acre,
whereas the RA had paid only $98 per acre.?¢ Using the same
sort of “‘write off”’ logic, there would seem to be no reason why
not only the total initial cost of the land could be “written off,”
but also $3,902 per acre subtracted from the total cost of the
project because the value of the land had increased. Indeed,
in the murky jungle of accounting manipulations some of these
figures may have been reached in just this fashion.

The authors’ calculations were usually trying to determine
the project’s success and to evaluate if the government could

3¢ Sternsher, Rexford Tugwell and the New Deal, p. 277; Parker, “Labor Under
the Farm Security Program, p. 1375; Hearings on the Agriculture Department
Appropriation Bill for 1943, Part 2, p. 235.

35 For example, one source indicated that the three cities cost $36,200,910 but
were sold for only $19,559,763.

25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 3; Warner, Greenbelt, p. 215; Conkin, Tomor-
row a New World, p. 325; New York Times, Sept. 2, 1937.

3¢ Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p. 233; Hearings on the Agriculture De-
partment Appropriation Bill for 1943, Part 2, p. 235; Hearings to Investigate . . .
the Farm Security Administration, p. 1118; Report of the Administrator of the
Farm Security Administration, 1941, p. Q; “Greenbelt,” p. 10.
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build successful low cost housing without subsidizing the rents.
An historian concluded that it would take 300 years for the town
to pay for itself. But he pointed out that the FSA “wrote off”
one third of the cost due to relief labor; deducted the amount
of unused greenbelt; and since the town had been planned for
three times its size, the initial costs were disproportionate and
would decrease as the town reached full growth. Rexford Tug-
well and others emphasized this last point, and it has consider-
able validity for the costs indeed decreased when 1,000 units
were subsequently built.37

After deducting everything, one critic calculated that it could
be seen that the town could be amortized in sixty years—if
nothing was spent for maintenance. A Congressman concluded
that it cost $9,740,576 or $9,740 per family. One of his col-
leagues figured that $8,819,732.66 of the original $13,761,817.17
should be counted, or $9,909.81 per unit. An economic his-
torian concluded that the costs were to be amortized in sixty
years, but in order to accommodate the low income groups at
low rentals rates, the government was willing to “write off”
25 per cent of the costs.®®

Although the FSA calculated the cost of Greenbelt at
$14,227,000, it deducted $4,902,000 for relief labor. The FSA
deducted the costs of the facilities which private builders did
not normally install—schools, commercial buildings, recreation
center, and the expensive sewage and water plants. The FSA
then deducted $614,000 for the undeveloped land inside the
town, and $643,000 for the land outside of the town, and then
$284,000 for recoverables. The belt was the central concept
of the project, but the land held its value so it was deducted
from the costs. Finally the FSA came to the conclusion that the
per unit cost was only $4,423.39

If Greenbelt was a demonstration, a model which it was
hoped private industry would imitate—there was no reason to

37 Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p. 320; Gross, “Greenbelt: The Boondoggle
That Made Good,” Washington-Post, June 8, 1947; Tugwell, “Should the Ad-
ministration’s Housing Policy Be Continued?” p. 114; Tugwell, “The Meaning
of the Greenbelt Towns,” pp. 42-43.

38 George Morris, “$16,000 Homes for $2,000 Incomes,” Nation’s Business, Vol.
26 (Jan., 1938), p. 46; “Cooperative Corners: Greenbelt, Maryland,” Literary
Digest, Vol. 124 (Oct. 16, 1937), pp. 16-17; Congressional Digest, 75th Cong., lst
Sess., May 20, 1937, p. 4879; ibid., 78th Cong., Ist Sess., June 10, 1943, p. 5617;
Mitchell, Depression Decade, p. 338.



GREENBELT, MARYLAND: A CITY ON A HILL 123

“write off”” the costs of the land and the facilities. The “writing
off” procedure was an effort to determine the cost per unit so
that it could be demonstrated that the building industry could
build homes in which low income families could afford to live.
These families could certainly afford such housing if all the
facilities—water, sewage, schools, stores, the cost of most of the
labor, and the streets—were absorbed by the federal government.
But if private building produced such a town the residents
would have to pay for these facilities. It was quite justifiable
to separate the costs of building the houses from the cost of
building the associated facilities. But there was no justification
for deducting most of the costs of labor and the cost of the
facilities and concluding that private construction could pro-
vide comparable accommodations for $4,423. It was correct to
deduct a proportion of the expense due to the unskilled relief
labor in order to obtain the cost of building this model town
under normal conditions. But there was no justification for
“writing off”” the cost of the facilities of the “yardstick.” If the
$5,423 or the $4,423 figure was used for the cost per unit of the
model, the model no longer existed. The town, consisting only
of a series of houses, would then have to install a sewage plant,
water plant, build a lake, schools, library, community center,
and stores—and the resident would then have to pay, either by
taxes or the merchant’s profit. The increased prices of goods
and the higher taxes would then make it impossible for the
lower income group to afford to live in Greenbelt.

On one occasion Tugwell threatened: “If private industry
persists in its refusal to exploit the possibilities [of low rent
housing] . . . the pressure of public opinion may force the gov-
ernment to enter this field on a very wide scale.” And yet at the
same time he confessed that there may indeed be some elements
of subsidy in the projects. One hostile critic made a fairly
valid point when he commented on Tugwell’s “yardstick”:
“What the Government probably inadvertently teaches private
industry is that, where expenditures are too high, the solution is
not to reduce expenditures, but increase deductions.”*0

The project had three official objectives: to employ relief

3 “F.S.A.: Farm Security Administration,” p. 416.
*® Tugwell, “Should the Administration’s Housing Policy be Continued?” pp.
114-116; Morris, “$16,000 Homes for $2,000 Incomes,” p. 22.
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workers, to demonstrate that a new kind of community plan-
ning was possible, and to provide low rent housing. The first
objective was achieved. The relief rolls from several Maryland
counties and from the District of Columbia were absorbed, and
it was estimated that twice as many jobs were thereby created in
private industry providing the materials. In the total relief
picture, however, the numbers employed building Greenbelt
were rather insignificant.#* The second objective was achieved
by “writing off” most of the relief labor—the first objective—
and by “writing off” the costs of facilities which were an integral
part of the planned community. If these facilities had not been
“written off” the third objective could not have been achieved.
Low rent housing was achieved only by a heavy government
subsidy.

One author was repelled by equating success with dollars
spent. He believed that Greenbelt was a success regardless of
the costs. He asked: “How can a community be a failure, even
in a bookkeeping sense, that offers better living conditions than
any city in the United States?”4? The residents of Greenbelt
were enthusiastic and would agree that the experimental com-
munity was a success.

A rigorous screening process was implemented to choose 885
families from perhaps as many as 12,000 applicants. The appli-
cant’s incomes were checked so that the goal of housing for low
incomes could be fulfilled. If they qualified, they were taken
to the site, and the project was explained. Then a detailed ques-
tionnaire was filled out, and they were visited by a social worker.
Their character, sense of responsibility, intelligence, community
cooperative spirit, and religiosity or loyalty to an idealistic group
were evaluated. Their present residence was compared to their
incomes. The most desirable families were those who were
socially maladjusted and who lived above their means because
this revealed that they had been unable to find adequate

‘1 Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,” pp. 1374-1375.

For various statistics on the relief workers employed at Greenbelt, see: Thorn-
hill and Dearmond, “Another Social Experiment Goes Sour,” p. 25; Aiken, “Tug-
welltown,” pp. 97-98; First Annual Report of the Resettlement Administration,
1937, p. 17; “Final Sale of Government Property in Greenbelt,” American City,
Vol. 69 (Sept., 1954), p. 207; Braden, “Plan for Community Living,” p. 13
Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” p. 414; Dreier, “Greenbelt Planning,” p. 407.

2 Frederick Gutheim, “Greenbelt Revisited,” Magazine of Art, Vol. 40 (Jan.,
1947), pp- 16-17.

’
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housing. There were further evaluations by people holding
such titles as “Senior Selection Specialists” before they were
accepted as residents.*?

The families were chosen on a basis corresponding to the
percentage of the residents of Washington—70 per cent govern-
ment employees, 30 per cent non-government employees, 30 per
cent Catholics, 63 per cent Protestants, and 7 per cent Jews.
Although Greenbelt was to contain the same population distri-
bution as Washington, there was one glaring omission—no
Negroes were admitted.**

The incomes permitted were based on a sliding scale depend-
ing upon how many members were in the family. A University
of Maryland professor who resided in Greenbelt recorded that
the ranges were $1,000 to $2,000. A Mayor said that the limits
were $800 to $2,200. And the FSA director said that the limits
were $1,200 to $2,600.45

Residents of Greenbelt were usually very young families. The
median age of heads of families was calculated to be twenty-nine.
The first families of Greenbelt averaged 3.2 members. The
size of the families rapidly changed, and many observers came
away with the impression that most of the women in Greenbelt

** John B. Holt, An Analysis of Methods and Criteria Used in Selecting Families
for Colonization Projects (U. S. Department of Agriculture: Social Research
Report No. 1, Sept., 1937), pp. 44-50; R. C., “Eugenics at Greenbelt,” Journal
of Heredity, Vol. 28 (Oct., 1937) , pp. 339-344; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World,
p- 316.

The figures on how many applications were made varies; see also: Francis
Fink, “First Resettlers: Greenbelt, Maryland,” Literary Digest, Vol. 124 (Nov. 6,
1937) , pp. 13-15; “Greenbelt,” p. 10.

‘4 How far the procedure of proportional characteristics was carried is uncer-
tain. One author believed that professions—professors, carpenters, etc.—were
chosen proportional to Washington. It is doubtful if it was carried any farther
than religion and government or nongovernment employment. Aikman, “Tug-
welltown,” p. 100.

The rationale for not admitting Negroes was that they had their own project—
separate but equal—“Langston Terraces,” in northeast Washington.

Warner, Greenbelt, p. 62; Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 128; Larson, “Green-
belt, Maryland,” p. 417; Fink, “First Resettlers,” pp. 14-15.

5 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 3; Hearings on the Agriculture Department
Appropriation Bill for 1943, Part 2, p. 237; Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939,” p. 59;
Warner, Greenbelt, p. 62.

Time said that the income range allowed was $1,000 to $1,200 which is an
obvious error. Some of the other figures given are—$1,000 to $2,200—Parker,
“Labor Under the Farmm Security Program,” p. 1375; $1,000-$2,000—Aikman,
“Tugwelltown,” p. 99; $1,200-$2,400—Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” p. 416-417;
$1,000-$2,100—New York Times, Oct. 10, 1937; and $1,200 to $2,000—"“Coopera-
tive Corners,” p. 17.
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were perpetually pregnant. The New York Times noted that
the birth rate was four tinies as high as the nation as a whole.
Social scientists became very curious, studied the phenomena,
and wrote learned articles such as “Eugenics at Greenbelt” and
“Fertility in a Greenbelt Community.” The high birth rate
was explained by the young age of the selected residents. The
selection process also meant that the residents had similar in-
comes and occupations. Instead of there being very little strati-
fication, a sociologist who resided there, discovered a highly
complex status structure.*¢

The Greenbelters were enthusiastic and whenever a visitor
asked what they did for amusement, he was told—“We organize!”
And organize they did. Only ten months after the first residents
moved in, twenty-nine clubs and organizations had formed in-
cluding scout troops, church groups, veteran groups, a camera
club, bridge club, radio club, rifle club, widow’s club, intra-
mural sports, drama, band, and choral clubs, and a journalism
club which produced the town’s mimeographed newspaper.
There were thirty-five groups by the end of the first year. The
morale was so high and the residents so active that one resident
commented: “If anything,, the citizens of Greenbelt are over-
stimulated.” Soon after the first anniversary of the town, a stay-
at-home week was declared, and a moratorium placed on all club
and civic activities.*?

Many of the clubs met in the school which served a variety
of functions. It served as community center and was used as
the town meeting hall. The town had a community Protestant
church of fourteen denominations which met in the school
auditorium. The Latter Day Saints and the Lutherans held
services in other rooms of the school. The Jews used the school

¢ The birth rate in 1937 and 1938 was 64.5 per 1,000 people compared to a
national rate of 18.6; Warner, Greenbelt, p. 166.

Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 128; Farm Security Administration, Report of
the Administrator of the Farm Security Administration, 1938, p. 20; New York
Times, Nov. 24, 1938; “Co-op Stores Grow in Greenbelt,” Business Week (May 14,
1938) , p. 18; Fink, “First Resettlers,” p. 15; R. C., “Engenics at Greenbelt,” pp.
339-344; Elbridge Sibley, “‘Fertility in a Greenbelt Community,” Social Forces,
Vol. 20 (May, 1942), pp. 476-477; William H. Form, “Status Stratification in a
Planned Community,” William M. Dobiner (ed.), The Suburban Community
(New York, 1958), pp. 209-225.

*7 Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 7, 74-75, 82, 84-87, 91, 96; Bone, “Greenbelt Faces
1939,” pp. 59-61; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 13; P. S. Brown, “What Has
Happened at Greenbelt?,” New. Republic, Vol. 105 (Aug. 11, 1941), p. 184.
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on Friday evenings, and Catholics held mass in the coopera-
tive movie theater. Adult education classes were held in the
school. The WPA taught art courses, and the University of
Maryland (only four miles away) offered courses for credit at
Greenbelt.4®

The residents were enthusiastic about the experiment they
were making in cooperative living. E. A. Filene, a wealthy phi-
lanthropist, organized the Consumer’s Distribution Corporation
which established all the stores on a cooperative basis. A self-
service grocery store, a service station, barber shop, drug store
(with soda fountain), a 658 seat movie theater, general mer-
chandise store, beauty parlor, shoe repair shop, valet service
and laundry were established. Two per cent of the gross was
paid to the government as rent. Greenbelt Consumers Services
(GCS) was set up, and when half of the families had purchased
a $10 share, the Filene corporation turned the cooperative stores
over to GCS. Greenbelt Consumers Services prospered, rising
from 303 to 4,004 members, from $3,430 to $395,336 in stock-
holding, and from $54,398 to $934,587 in assets. The share-
holders received a maximum dividend of 4 per cent and the
extra profit was distributed as rebates to the patrons propor-
tional to how much they had spent at the stores. By 1954 GCS
paid $103,000 in dividends and $285,000 in patronage rebates.*®

The cooperate spirit spread even to the school children, who
formed a “Gum-Drop” co-op at ten cents per share to buy candy
and school supplies. They too, soon declared a dividend. A
cooperative medical plan was set up. A five dollar membership
feec and monthly payments of $1.50 for a bachelor and $2.00 for
a family of five paid for care at the health clinic. The health
cooperative was constantly in trouble and folded in 1950. The
newspaper, in the cooperative spirit, was free and published by

‘% Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” p. 416; Stein, Toward New Towns, pp.
157-158; Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 88-89; Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939,” p. 60;
Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, pp. 312, 318; Brown, “What Has Happened
at Greenbelt?,” p. 182.

*?“Co-op Stores Grow in Greenbelt,” pp. 17-18; New York Times, Sept. 2,
1937; ibid., Sept. 5, 1937; ibid., Sept. 8, 1937; ibid., Oct. 10, 1937; ibid., Jan. 28,
1940; Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 60, 89, 216-217; “Government Backs Cooperatives,”
Business Week (Sept. 11, 1937), pp. 30-32; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 4;
“Greenbelt Goes Completely Cooperative,” Readers Digest, Vol. 33 (Oct., 1938),
p- 36; “Co-op Transfer,” Business Week (July 29, 1939); pp. 16, 19; “Greenbelt
Takes Over,” Business Week (Feb. 3, 1940), p. 35.
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voluntcers. The women formed a milk cooperative and con-
tracted for the milk. The residents saved an estimated $3,810
on milk in the first year.5

The cooperative town received a charter from the state before
there was a single resident. A council-manager type of govern-
ment was established with five councilmen being elected with-
out party designations. The manager had complete control over
the town employees. Until 1946 a number of the city employees,
such as treasurer and town manager, were really employees of
the federal Public Housing Administration and received only
$1 per year for their role in the city government. If this had
not been done, the city would have had to pay a full salary to
these men. This complicated evaluating Greenbelt’s success
because it was saved several thousand dollars a year by this
hidden government subsidy.51

The government subsidized the town directly by payments
“in lieu of taxes.” The court case which prevented one of the
projects from being built stemmed from the local populace’s
resentment of the government removing a large section of land
from the tax rolls. The city or county obviously could not tax
the owner—the federal government. Congress solved this prob-
lem by passing a bill allowing Washington to make small pay-
ments “in lieu of taxes.”52

Every year the residents quarreled with the government about
the amount of the payments “in lieu of taxes.” These payments
averaged between 75 and 85 per cent of the city budget, but the
residents resented the federal government’s strangle-hold on
their budget. These payments defrayed most of the costs of the
usual functions of local government. When this subsidy, which
enabled the rents to be kept low, was stopped, the tax rates
became one of the highest in the county, and the town had to
curtail many of its services.?3

50 New York Times, Jan. 28, 1938; Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939,” p. 61; “Green-
belt Goes Completely Cooperative,” p. 36; Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 44-46, 82-84,
97-108, 146-147; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, pp. 5, 6.

5t Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p. 318; Warner, Greenbeli, pp. 58-60;
25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 13.

52 “Trouble for Tugwell: New Jersey Taxpayers Sue over ‘Greenbelt Town’,”
Literary Digest, Vol. 120 (Dec. 21, 1935), p. 7; Congressional Record, 74th Cong.,
2nd Sess., 1936, pp. 8763, 9023, 9827, 9865, 10495, 10596-10597.

58 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 9, 13-14; Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 130, 219;
J. W. Rabbitt, Jr.,, “Mechanizing Accounting Records in the Smaller Community,”
American City, Vol. 56 (June, 1941), pp. 62-64; U. S. House of Representatives,
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The social scientists calculated that no more than 20 per cent
of a family’s income should be spent on rent. Since over one-
third of all non-farm families had an income of less than $1,500
in 1936, they should have spent only $25 per month for rent.
The statistics which the RA gathered showed that $25 rented
only the most shabby and inadequate accommodations. The
pleasant houses at Greenbelt were rented by a one-year lease
from the Department of Agriculture. The rent was always due
in advance, and the government was quick to evict. The sta-
tistics vary but in general the average rent was $31.28. A one
and a half room apartment rented for $18, and a seven room
unit rented for $41.54

One of the designers pointed out that the rents which people
in this low income group could afford would pay only the oper-
ating costs and not return the government’s original investment.
In 1941 and 1942 the town returned slightly more income to
the government than the cost of operation. But Illinois’ Re-
publican Representative Everett M. Dirksen pointed out that
this did not take into account depreciation, which was just one
more entry for the statisticans to quarrel over. For the five year
period 1944-1948, the total excess of income over expenses was
$756,703.55

Banking and Currency Committee, Suburban Resettlement Projects. Hearings
... H.R. 2410, A Bill to Authorize the Public Housing Commussioners to Sell
the Reseltlement Projects, 81st Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, p. 11; Stein, Toward New
Towns for America, p. 171; Hearings on S. 351, p. 716; House Report No. 1430,

s /=
Rl Another source says that 25 per cent of the income was the limit, not 20
per cent. Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” p. 416.

E. L. Kirkpatrick, “Housing Aspects of Resettlement,” Annals of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, Vol. 190 (March, 1937), pp. 94-100;
Warner, Greenbelt, p. 36; “Greenbelt,” p- 10; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World,

p- 316.
The rent figures vary; see: Parker, “Labor Under the Farm Security Program,”
p. 1875; Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 128; Report . . . of the Farm Security

Administration, 1938, p. 20; 25th Anniwversary Greenbelt, p. 3; Braden, “Plan for
Communuity Living,” p. 13.

% One critic used the FSA figures for 1940 which he said showed a profit of
$53,221. Then he added the “payments in lieu of taxes” and concluded that it
really was a deficit of $68,225. Thornhill and Dearmond, “Another Social Ex-
periment Goes Sour,” pp. 107-109. However, payments “in lieu” usually were
figured into the expense. See for example: Hearings . . . H. R. 2440, p. 18.

Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 169; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p. 820;
Hearings . . . H. R. 2440, p. 18; Hearings on the Agriculture Appropriation Bill
for 1943, pp. 235-236; Hearings to Investigate . . . the Farm Security Administra-
tion, p. 1118.
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A problem was created by the income requirements for resi-
dents. All additional income which any member of the family
received had to be reported to the city manager. Should the
family’s income rise above the level permitted they were no
longer allowed to live in Greenbelt. Critics sneered that Green-
belt was the only community in the capitalistic world where a
person could be evicted for making too much money. A piece
of doggerel of a Greenbelt poet ended with the plea—“Please,
boss, don’t give me a raise!” The townspeople were concerned
because the ablest citizens were those who also succeeded in
their jobs, and they felt that the town was losing its ablest men.
With the wartime inflation the government was forced to allow
temporarily an income 25 per cent above the ceiling. But by
March, 1942, 300 of the 885 families had incomes exceeding
this new limit and their leases were not to be renewed. The
FSA then adopted a sliding scale of rents. This new scale even-
tually became out of date, and one of the designers commented
in 1949 that if the rates were updated to a higher level, the town
would not only pay for its operating costs but also give an ample
return on the government’s investment.5¢

In addition to lampooning the threat of a man being evicted
for doing his work so well that he was promoted, a number of
other features of the town were ridiculed. The Greenbelters
reportedly felt that Uncle Sam was a good landlord; the critics
believed that the project was the ultimate in regimentation, and
they had a field day with a series of harmless rules. Pets were
forbidden. A New York Times editorial depicted tearful chil-
dren and their angry parents confronting a rather immovable
project director. There was a rule that washing had to be oft
the clothesline by 4:30 p.m. “No weary $35 a month renter of
a $16,000 house,” one man wrote, was to have his aesthetic sense
violated by the “sight of silk pajamas flapping in the breeze.”

¢ Fink, “First Resettlers,” p. 15; Aikman, “Tugwelltown,” p. 99; Warner,
Greenbelt, pp. 37-38, 153-155, 180-181; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 6; Brown,
“What Has Happened at Greenbelt?,” p. 184; Gross, “Greenbelt: The Boondoggle
That Made Good,” A 2741; Hearings on S. 351, p. 76.

Hearings on the Agriculture Appropriation Bill for 1943, pp. 237-238; this
seems to indicate that the rent was not raised, but this hearing seems to have
been held prior to the raise. The FSA director’s comment that $2,600 was the
rent limit is patently wrong, so perhaps the rest of his testimony is equally as
garbled.
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A clause in the lease required every resident to mow his lawn
periodically. If he were remiss in his duties, the management
mowed it and added the cost to the rent bill.57

One aspect of life in Greenbelt was rather ironic. Franklin D.
Roosevelt believed that industry could locate in the country
due to electrical power and that people would live in these
rural communities because transportation would allow them to
enjoy the culture of the city, but yet live in the more pleasant
environment. In Greenbelt these two assumptions failed. It
became a dormitory city for government workers rather than
acquiring any industry of its own. And transportation plagued
the city for a quarter of a century. The original contract FSA
made with a bus company guaranteed a 6 per cent profit. The
government ended up subsidizing the company $800-900 per
month, and at the end of the year the contract was not renewed.
For the next decade it was an hour trip to Washington by bus
and by slow street car with one or two transfers being necessary.
The town finally bought its own bus, but transportation has
continued to be a grave problem.®8

The foundation of the city on the hill was first shaken when
the FSA gave permission in 1940 to allow private housing to be
built in Greenbelt. The government still owned the land, how-
ever, and the three basic models of houses were designed by a
project architect to conform to the town’s plan. A Greenbelt
Homeowners Corporation was set up which subleased the
homes.??

The model town was dealt a major blow during the Second

57 Brown, “What Has Happened at Greenbelt?,” p. 184; New York Times,
Nov. 15, 1937; City of Greenbelt, Maryland: Information Handbook, p. 12;
“Through the Editor’s Specs,” Nation’s Business, Vol. 26 (May, 1938), p. 9;
Thorp, “Fever Chart of a Tugwell Town,” p. 13; Conkin, Tomorrow a New
World, p. 316; Braden, “A Plan for Community Living,” p. 13; Aikman, “Tug-
welltown,” p. 97; Churchill, “America’s Town Planning Begins,” pp. 96-97;
Bone, “Greenbelt Faces 1939, p. 59; 25tk Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 5; Warner,
Greenbelt, p. 37.

58 Stein, Toward New Towns, pp. 130-131; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, pp.
5-6; Larson, “Greenbelt, Maryland,” p. 420.

% This was the first issue the government tried to solve: the problem of
people whose income rose above the ceiling and who desired to remain residents
of Greenbelt. Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 153-155; *“ ‘Greenbelt” Towns Opened to
Privately Financed Housing,” American City, Vol. 55 (Aug., 1940}, p. 69; Florence
E. Parker, “Cooperation in the Building of Homes,” Monthly Labor Review,
Vol. 52 (Feb., 1941), pp. 292-321; “Private Housing in Greenbelt Towns,”
Monthly Labor Review, Vol. 51 (Sept., 1940), p. 643.
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Statuc of mother and child, by Lenore
Thomas. W.P.A. The Center, Green
belt, Maryland. Photograph by Ray-
mond Faass.

World War. Under the Lanham Detense Housing Act 1,000
units were built at Greenbelt. The houses conformed to the
original plan and were far less expensive to build (indeed, the
law set a maximum of $3,950 per unit), since no land cost
entered the total, and the facilities had been planned for three
times the original size of the town. The roads, water and sewer
systems, swimming pool, commercial and community centers
were already installed.®?

The new defense houses did not really compare to the older
units. There was very little landscaping, no inner paths, only
very small gardens, and very few trees. The walks and street
lichting were inadequate. There were no pedestrian under-
passes, and the police had to escort the school children across
the streets. The spacious parks on the interior of the original
superblocks were neglected in the later development, and the
children had to play in the streets and paved service courts,
where a small child was killed when struck by a garbage truck.

% Report of the Administrator of the Farm Security Administration, 1941, pp.
25-26; C. B. Baldwin, “FSA’s 6th Year in Rural Housing,” Housing Yearbook,
1941, pp. 251-252; “Farm Security Administration, Defense Housing,” Monthly
Labor Review, Vol. 53 (Oct., 1941), p. 928.
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The units were not well insulated, and the residents said they
could hear their “neighbors break an egg.”¢!

The influx of veterans into the defense units disrupted the
life in Greenbelt. The elementary school went on double shifts,
and eventually the government had to build more classrooms.
The veterans were not screened, and they were never completely
assimilated into the town since the turnover rate was as high as
32.6 per cent in one year. Apathy set in, and the town meetings
were scantily attended.$?

The per person cost for running and maintaining the town
decreased markedly as the population increased, proving the
validity of the assertion that the costs were disproportionate
because the facilities had been built for three times Greenbelt’s
actual size.?

Even before the first resident moved into Greenbelt, the RA
and later the FSA came under attack, and there were persistent
attempts to form an investigating committee.* Finally plans to
liquidate the projects were thrown into the hopper. Greenbelt
was to be sold by the Public Housing Commission at a fair price,
determined by an appraisal of an independent real estate expert.
Veteran groups were to be given the first chance to purchase
the town. A down payment of 10 per cent was demanded, and
the remainder was to be amortized over a twenty-five year period
#t-4 per cent-in¢erest.®5

1 Stein, Toward New Towns, pp. 139-142, 148-158; Warner, Greenbelt, pp.
183-184; Gutheim, “Greenbelt Revisited,” p. 18; Brown, “What Has Happened
at Greenbelt?” p. 183.

*2 Gutheim, “Greenbelt Revisited,” p. 18; Warner, Greenbelt, pp. 184-185;
25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 6; Brown, “What Has Happened at Greenbelt?”
p- 184; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p. 322.

¢ Stein, Toward New Towns, p. 171; Hearing on §. 351, p. 76; U.S. House of
Representatives, Banking and Currency Committee, Disposition of Greenbelt
Projects, Report No. 402, 8lst Cong., 1st Sess., 1949, pp. 3-4; Clarence S. Stein,
“Greendale and the Future,” American City, Vol. 63 (June, 1948), pp. 107-109.

8t Congressional Record, 75th Cong., 1st Sess., 1937, pp. 685, 1195, 6819-6820;
ibid., 77th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1942, p. 1005; ibid., 78th Cong., 1st Sess., 1943, pp.
378, 1079, 1859, 1895, 2185-2188, 2190-2194, 7232, 7405, 7418; Hearings to Investi-
gate . . . the Farm Security Administration; U. S. House of Representatives,
Appropriations Committee, Hearings on the Agriculture Department Appropria-
tions Bill, 1948, 80th Cong., Ist Sess., 1947, pp. 1467-1468.

5 “Congress Acts to Preserve Character of Greenbelt Towns,” American City,
Vol. 64 (July, 1949), p. 113; U. S. House of Representatives, Appropriations
Committee, Proposed Provision for National Housing Agency Appropriations,
1947, Document No. 584, 79th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1946; Congressional Record, 81st
Cong., st Sess., 1949, pp. 932, 4011, 4471, 4492-4493, 5291, 5833-5834, 5979-5980,
6005, 6075, 6156, 7254; Hearings on 8. 351; U. S. Statutes at Large, Public Law 65,
81st Cong., Ist Sess., 1947, Vol. 63, Part 1, Chapter 127.
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The Korean War delayed liquidation until 1952. The sale
was a very complex series of sales, each of which included specific
portions of housing and land. The Greenbelt Veterans Hous-
ing Corporation (GVHC) purchased most of Greenbelt for
$8,973,767, and the three projects were sold for 53 per cent of
their costs. Subsequently the water and sewage systems, the fire
alarm system, some of the community buildings, the swimming
pool, cemetery, athletic field, garbage dump, the playgrounds
and roads were donated to the city by the federal government.
The GVHC holds all the land in single ownership but conveys
the right to “perpetual use” to the resident; undertakes all
major repairs of the buildings; and is empowered to terminate
the contract of any citizen whose conduct is objectionable in
thirty days.%¢

The sale of Greenbelt was a traumatic event in the commu-
nity’s history; it then had to pay for construction, repair work,
insurance, maintenance of the facilities, and it had to pay rent
on the fire station, police station, and the city offices. It discon-
tinued the kindergarten; dropped the town library; replaced
the fire department with a yolunteer one; and the garbage col-
lection was put on a service fee basis. The community center
was sold to the county board of education. The full-time nurse,
health officers and recreation supervisors were dropped. The
payments “in lieu of taxes” had enabled the town to provide
services which few towns in Maryland could equal. The town
began to scrutinize its services and budget very closely indeed.®”

The town had further shocks. An airport grew up on its
southern boundary. What was left of the protective belt began
to vanish rapidly. The city found itself constantly enmeshed
in zoning controversies as the land allotted to private building
companies was sold and subdivided. The city was unable to
prevent the building of high rise apartments and hired a special

86 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, pp. 8-9; Conkin, Tomorrow a New World, p.
825; “Greenbelt Houses Sold to Cooperative Group,” American City, Vol. 67
(Dec., 1952), p. 125; “Greentowns All Sold by Federal Government,” American
City, Vol. 68 (March, 1953), p. 113; Warner, - Greenbelt, pp. 201-208; Enjoy
Living in Greenbelt: A Planned Cooperative Community.

7 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, pp. 9, 13-14, 16; Lewis Mumford, The Culture
of Cities, p. 459. Lewis Mumford had observed in 1938: “Without doubt the
prime obstacle to urban decentralization is that a unit that consists of workers,
without the middle class and rich groups that exist in a big city, is unable to
support even the elementary civic equipment, of roads, sewers, fire department,
police service and schools.”



GREENBELT, MARYLAND: A CITY ON A HILL 135

zoning attorney to fight the case through the courts. The value
of the belt has been virtually destroyed, but the town hopes the
federal government will intervene. Recently a $250,000 bond-
ing referendum to purchase some of the area surrounding the
lake and lake frontage passed. The town owns only meager
parcels of the belt. And the town with no jail has hired an extra
policeman as the criminal arrests, and traffic accidents almost
doubled, and the summonses more than doubled between 1963
and 1964.¢8

The town has not fulfilled the fondest dreams of some of its
most fervent advocates. The three objectives of the project
were, to be sure, quite admirable. They were, however, only
partially realized. Relief workers were employed, but their
numbers were insignificant to the total relief picture. A model
city demonstrating town planning was built—embodying several
praiseworthy features, such as planning the pedestrian and
automobile traffic patterns for the maximum of safety. But the
model was established as such by “writing off” the costs of
labor and the facilities which made it a demonstration com-
munity. And pleasant adequate housing was provided for low
income families—but at the expense of heavy government sub-
sidy. In materialistic and capitalistic terms the town has to be
adjudged considerably less than a success. Some extenuating
circumstances must in all fairness be taken into account. From
the time of the establishment of the Resettlement Administra-
tion to the time when the first resettlers moved into Greenbelt
the project was barely over two years. Due to the urgency of the
moment, the time from the drafting board to the ground break-
ing was incredibly short. Greenbelt was constructed, in effect,
during a hurricane. The project embodied three goals in an
attempt to accomplish several tasks at once; it was constructed
during a time of economic turmoil; it was designed by idealistic
young men; the RA was directed by a controversial and vul-
nerable public figure; and by 1937, when the project was com-
pleted, the administration had come under a heated political
attack.

°® Gutheim, “Greenbelt Revisited,” p. 19; 25th Anniversary Greenbelt, p. 13;
City Council Election: Parkland Acquisition Referendum, Tuesday, September
21, 1965; Personal letter from Albert S. Attick, Acting City Manager, dated
Feb. 17, 1966; Annual Report 1964: City of Greenbelt, Maryland; City of Green-
belt: 1965/66 Budget Approved.
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Although the model city has crumbled at the foundation and
has become in many ways just like any other town, it has left
a heritage. The architects and planners continue to study the
community. The urban planners and sociologists continue to
pour out an overwhelming volume of literature on urban and
suburban problems. One volume notes that the United States,
which needs a policy of planned development and has the most
“gargantuan literature of research and analysis,” has not yet
made any attempt “to limit suburban sprawl or to relieve city
constipation by planned dispersal.” The problems with which
the RA was concerned are indeed contemporary as can be seen
by the establishment of a Cabinet post of Housing and Urban
Development. One volume catalogues the new towns and green-
belts which have been built in the world since 1900. In the
United States the author lists only a few towns, most of which
do not fill the requirements of a new town. Over fifty coun-
tries are listed and several thousand towns. India alone has
planned 100,000 planned villages for 67 million people. The
Soviet Union is building eight towns in the greenbelt surround-
ing Moscow alone. The literature on the English Greenbelt
towns is overwhelming. And Israel has built several hundred
new towns.%?

Some of the planners realize that Greenbelt, Maryland, was
not exactly an unqualified success, nor an ultimate solution to
the problems of Megalopolis. But they emphasize that the
Greenbelt towns were indicators, rather than demonstrations,
pointing toward certain policies for the future.”® They were
one link in the chain between the nineteenth century Garden
cities and the New Towns of the twentieth century, attempting
to grapple with the gargantuan problems of urban life.

0 “Cities,” Time, Vol. 87 (March 4, 1966) , pp. 29-833; Frederick J. Osborn and
Arnold Whittick, The New Towns: The Answer to Megalopolis, (New York,
1963) , pp. 139-143; John Scofield, “Israel, Land of Promise,” National Geographic,
Vol. 127 (March, 1965), pp. 417-420; A. E. Perks, “Greenbelts for Canada’s Big
Cities,” American City, Vol. 60 (Sept., 1945), p. 133.

70 Stein, Toward New Towns, pp. 217-226; Churchill, “America’s Town Plan-
ning Begins,” p. 98.



PRIEST NEALE AND HIS SUCCESSORS*

By Joun W. McGralyn, Jr.

Part 1I

FTER the French Revolution, secular priests in exile began
A to come to the United States. The Rev. Charles Leander
Lusson, a Franciscan, became a member of the Corporation set
up under Maryland laws, and was assigned to Priestford as an
assistant, or perhaps farm manager, on a salary from the Cor-
poration’s income; he was probably the first priest to attend
the little stone church at Hickory.

Father Lusson, perhaps not understanding Americans and
their total lack of church organization, got into conflict with
Father Boarman as reflected in some letters. Boarman wrote to
the newly elected Bishop of Baltimore, Dr. John Carroll:

1 left Baltimore yesterday evening in great trouble of mind. Our
affairs in Harford in a most deplorable state. I am without a
shilling to go through all the labours of my extensive mission and
without the least assistance spiritual or temporal. Our new Trus-
tees are chosen and have nothing done for me. Either I must have
both farms restored to my sole management immediately that I
may provide in future for myself or my pension 35 (pounds) for
the last year must be furnished without delay as I am really suf-
fering for necessaries. If I may make a choice, I would rather
retire from both farms with a pension as above of thirty five
pounds per annum, and give up the farms to some vigorous active
American, English or Irish gentleman, who can also assist me on
the Missions sometimes as occasions might require, for I never
will agree they should remain in or hereafter be put again into
French hands. Whatever reform in your management may be
decided on, I beg you will be so kind as to furnish me a Gentle-
man able and proper to assist me on the missions as I cannot
hereafter go through the fatigue of it alone. I will be very thank-
ful for an answer by the first occasion. I am in due esteem your
very humble servant.

SyrLv. BOARMAN

* Part I, “Priest Neale, His Mass House, and His Successors,’
September, 1967 issue.

appeared in the
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Father Lusson wrote his side of the farm management prob-
lem to Bishop Carroll from Deer Creek, May 7, 1797:

I have made all my preparations on it and I perceive all the
cheat and baseness of soul of Mr. Boarman. By his false and ill
grounded reports, whom make use of all his endeavors, to push me
out of my management. I have given him the reading of your last
leter and I have told him I was ready to accomplish with the will
of my betters in all that is just and reasonable—now (it) is not
just and reasonable you will deprive me of my management with-
out well grounded reasons or my consent which certainly I will
not give you, after having spent my money for all necessary things
and victuals, for this present year. If I have told you in my last
visit to Baltimore, I could live no more with Mr. Boarman, you
must acknowledge the sincere man can’t live with those of such a
character like this of Mr. Boarman and we must be fenced against
such men. As for me, I will not carry any reports against him
before you, but pray, my Lord, pay us one visit by yourself and
believe me your diocesans want it and then you will judge very
differently on my behavior and you will receive more complaints
against him than perhaps you will hear of.?

Father Boarman was otherwise well thought of, and in fact
he seems to have been of rather good humor. On taking the
examen under the Jesuit Constitutions in 1805, he was formally
asked if he had ever committed murder or perjury. “As to the
first he said he did not know but what he might have killed a
man thro the bushes without seeing him, and as to the second
he did not know how it might be with us all when we abjured
the King of England; he made us laugh so much that the
Superior said he could not go on with the examination.”2

In 1798 an Irishman, the Rev. Dr. Cornelius Mahoney spent
a year at Priestford before being assigned to Albany by Bishop
John Carroll. The Rev. Guillaume Pasquet de Leyde, another
French secular, arrived before 1800 and remained six years. He
had left Santo Domingo after the slave rebellion.? Mr. Pasquet
was soon in difficulties with the debts on the plantation. He
spent £ 230:19:7-1/2 of his own money discharging debts against
the estate, and £ 285 were still due to other claimants. The

1 C. F. Thomas, P. A., The Boarmans (Washington, D. C., 1934), p. 74ff.
2Ibid., letter of Fr. Robert Molyneux, September 26, 1805.
® Anabelle M. Melville, John Carroll of Baltimore (New York, 1955), p. 159.
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Archbishop John Carroll. 1735-1815. Painting by Gilbert Stuart. Georgetown
University,

Corporation was in 1801 only able to give him $200 plus $36
to pay interest on $600 he had borrowed to keep the place going.
The debts mounted, and in 1804 the board of the Corporation
instructed Mr. Pasquet “that the supernumerary slaves thereon
be disposed of to humane and Christian masters.”* Two ex-
Jesuits, now archbishop and auxiliary bishop of Baltimore, sat
on the board; they were John Carroll and Leonard Neale, a
nephew of the late Father Bennett Neale. The following year,
the Jesuit order was re-established in Maryland by the affiliation
of the ex-Jesuits of Maryland with the surviving Jesuits of
Russia, where the brief of suppression had never been promul-
gated by the Empress Catherine. A distinction now grew up
between the restored Jesuits and the immigrant and native
priests within the jurisdiction of Archbishop Carroll. Before
the installation of the archbishop, the Jesuits constituted the
entire Catholic administrative body. Their congregations con-
tributed nothing to their support, nor did they expect anything.

¢ Thomas J. Hughes, S.]J., History of the Society of Jesus in North America,
Colonial and Federal (New York, 1908, 1917), Documents, I, p. 295.
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They had no endowment other than the proceeds of estates
they owned or were bequeathed. A bishop, on the other hand,
required a source of revenue for his priests and constructions
as well as for his own support. Archbishop Carroll held title
to almost nothing. He first acquired title from the Jesuits to
Saint Peter’s Church in Baltimore, little more than a house, at
Saratoga and Little Sharpe Streets, and the revenues of the
Bohemia estate.? The gradual reorganization of the Church
structure and the inevitable conflict of ambitions and loyalties,
complicated by the Jesuits’ debts and their understandable
reluctance to fade away into a secondary role, grew into a dis-
heartening controversy in which the Deer Creek property was
a painful issue. The scholarly verbal struggles over this rustic
church and other Maryland estates was a miniature of the
growing pains of the American Catholic Church; when the
battle ended, the church was no longer in a missionary status
in the East but on its way to a normal state of self-sufficiency
and support, however grudging, by its congregations.

The Corporation decided to create a perpetual fund by selling
off various tracts, and in March 1806, they advertised in a
Baltimore paper:

FOR SALE

A Parcel of LAND, containing two hundred and sixty acres, more
or less, situated partly on both sides of Deer Creek in Harford
County, state of Maryland. Its situation is well known in Harford
County, under the name of the Old Works, as it was on this tract
of land that an iron forge, a grist-mill, an oil mill, &c, were
formerly erected. It is an excellent mill seat. The improvements,
at present are, a Dwelling House, good Kitchen, Smoke House,
Corn House, and an old Barn. There are on the premises a good
Apple Orchard, and a great quantity of Peach Trees. With little
pains and expence, twelve or fifteen acres of meadow ground
might be made. The land is particularly renowned for the excel-
lent quality of its timber, consisting of large Oaks, Poplars, Wal-
nut, and a great sufficiency of Chesnut, for fencing or other pur-
poses. The quantity of wood land is about one hundred and
fifty acres.

For terms, apply to Mr. Benjamin Green, jun., living near the
premises; the reverend William Pasquet, head of little Bohemia,

® John Gilmary Shea, History of the Catholic Church in the United States
(New York, 1886), III, p. 67.
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Caecil County; reverend Francis Beeston, Baltimore, or the sub-
scriber at George-Town, district of Columbia.

Francis Neale®
March 31.

But no buyer came forth, and in 1806, Mr. Pasquet was author-
ized to rent out Arabia Petrea and Deer Creek. He was given
a bond for his own expenditures and was transferred to Bohemia,
which also deteriorated under his management until his removal
by Archbishop Carroll.”

The next year, another secular clergyman, the Rev. Mr. Eden
(formerly Edenschinck), the first priest at Alexandria, Virginia,
arrived. He was allowed the entire profits of the plantation
plus the sums received for the sale of a “black girl” and two
“black boys.” Finally in 1814, Archbishop Carroll found a
buyer for the old Thomas Shea estate, Dr. James Glasgow of
Baltimore. Carroll had the Corporation vest the title in his own
name as a trustee of the Corporation to convey the property
according to their direction as soon as he was able to discharge
its debts. Dr. Glasgow paid $4200 for Paradice. Carroll ‘‘pur-
chased for the benefit of the future resident at Deer Creek, in
Mr. Neale's name, in the 6% loan, $3000; and otherwise placed
$300 on the same interest.”8

The resident of Deer Creek, Father Eden, had died on New
Year’s Day 1814, and was reputedly buried under the front steps.
When the plantation was sold, it had no occupant. Dr. Glasgow
moved in, and his son inherited the place in 1823 and held it
until it passed to a relative, Harris Archer, the architect, in the
1880’s. Some of the bodies were removed from the Shea burying-
place, which had been open to all Catholics. The plot can still
be located in a thicket, 200 yards west of the former chapel
house, where large stones without dressing or inscription pro-
trude from the light brush. The Glasgows never operated the
mill, although the name Glasgow Mill lingered a while before
the “Old Works” deteriorated and vanished.?

¢ Baltimore Federal Gazette and Baltimore Daily Advertiser, March 31, 1806.

7John Carroll to William Pasquet, Baltimore, July 14, 1815, Baltimore
Cathedral Archives, 9A-CU.

8 John Carroll to John A. Grassi, S.J. (Maryland Jesuit superior), Baltimore,
Aug. 25, 1815, in Hughes. Documents, 1, p. 298f.

® Samuel Mason, Jr., Historical Sketches of Harford County, Maryland (Dar-
lington, 1955) , p. 65. .
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In 1815, a secular clergyman, the Rev. Roger Smith, was
assigned to the Deer Creek parish. He was a native of Frederick,
a grandson of Colonel Edward Pye. He had entered the new
Saint Mary’s Seminary in Baltimore in 1808 and was ordained
in 1815. His territory, somewhat reduced from the original
parish of three counties, included visitations to private homes,
such as the Ignatius Wheeler-Henry McAtee house at Clermont
Mills and excursions from Baltimore to Mr. David Williamson’s
chapel at Pikesville. Other stations mentioned were “The
Barrens” and Long Green.!® With the Glasgow family living
in the former Mass House, he was without a residence. He
lived in Baltimore for a time, and later boarded with his brother,
Sam Smith, a mile west of Hickory. A year later he wrote to
Charles Neale of the Corporation at Georgetown College:

Rev. and Dear Sir,

I find with much regret that you are very slow in commencing
the building, designed as a residence for the priest of Harford.
You have forgotten us; or you have given up the idea of under-
taking it. I am sorry for either. If a multiplicity of business pre-
vents you from taking this into consideration, it is hard that we
should suffer. I know, Rev. Father, that you are overwhelmed;
but perhaps my establishment in Harford for the good of religion
is not a thing of small importance. I can do nothing. I have
neither power nor means. As to the dependence of the trustees,
it is a mere bagatelle. If you could pay us a visit, it would be well.
If you could come for the purpose of making a beginning, it would
be still better; because you are the man of money. If your personal
assistance can not be had, then say I may depend on the $800 in
your hand, and the money in the hands of Mr. Green; and we will
soon have a house built near the church, either stone or frame.
I will undertake it; I will make a stir among the people. But, if
you will not grant us the means, then everything may stand as it
is, and go to rack, before I meddle or interfere. We have waited
a long time; I hope you will not put our patience to trial any
longer.

As to your other business . . . Someone in Harford told me to
inform you that the present tenant is cutting down the wood and
carrying it off to Baltimore . . 1%

10 Msgr. E. P. McAdams, “Catholicism and the Catholic Parishes in Harford
County, in the Year 1940,” Harford Democrat and Aberdeen Advertiser (Bel
Air), September 6, 1940.

1 Hughes, Documents 11, p. 806; Md.-N.Y. Province Archives, 108 A.
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“The Most Rev. Leonard Neale. Second
Archbishop of Baltimore.” 1746-1817.
Published by John Murphy, Baltimore.
Hayden Collection. Maryland Histori-
cal Society.

Smith was allowed $180 a year from the invested money paid
by Dr. Glasgow,'? plus $20 from Arabia Petrea rents. In April
of 1816, Archbishop Carroll’s successor, Archbishop Leonard
Neale, made an agreement with the Jesuits as to which parishes
they should control permanently. The Harford County prop-
erties were assigned to the Jesuits and the concordat was agreed
to and signed at Georgetown. But the following year, the
Most Rev. Dr. Ambrose Maréchal, a French Sulpician father
and not a member of the Corporation, was appointed Arch-
bishop of Baltimore. He considered the distribution of prop-
erties between Jesuit and archdiocese control as impossible for
the maintenance of his authority. As he wrote (in French) some
years later, “Never was I more surprised than when I saw this
list. It contained more than half the parishes of my diocese . . .12
Maréchal had no salary from the Corporation and an uncom-
pleted cathedral without revenues. The Corporation offered
to pay him $500 a year until the cathedral would be finished,
but there was no formal agreement, and the payments lapsed.*

12 Ibid., 1, p. 301.
13 [bid., 1, p. 302.
14 Shea, History of Catholic Church, 111, p. 67.
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The new archbishop disregarded his predecessor’s assignments
and took back the Hickory church. By this time, the influx of
refugee priests and graduates from the Baltimore seminary had
reduced the Jesuits to a third of the Catholic clergy in Mary-
land. On August 22, 1820, the agent of the Jesuits’ Corpora-
tion, Father Adam Marshall, sold the $3000 lot of United States
Bonds to build a purely Jesuit seminary at White Marsh. The
fund’s interest had been supporting the homeless Mr. Roger
Smith at Hickory, but Francis Neale wrote in retrospect in 1832:

... with respect to the demand of Harford Congregation the case
simply is this—The Corporation sold an Estate called Deer Creek
situated on a river or creek of the same name purchased by a bar-
gain made by Bennet Neale, an Uncle of mine who was a mis-
sionary at Deer Creek Church, and lived on the Plantation above
mentioned, which he had purchased about five miles distant from
said Deer Creek Church. Now, Sir, the Deed for said Plantation
purchased as above stated was made to Bennect Neale by the pro-
prietor on this condition, which is implied in the Deed, that
Bennet Neale would allow the proprietor lodging, board and all
things necessary during his life and that on these conditions he
made the above Deed to Bennet Neale heirs and assigns for ever.
This property was numerated among the estates which fell under
the Corporation of Maryland clergy, consequently it was the
property of the Corporation under the very charter of the said
Corporation and to be dealt with by the same Laws. Now the
trustees finding they were much involved in debt, were obliged to
give their consent that the Agent should sell certain lots or por-
tions of ground, in order to make up a sum of more than 30,000
dollars due by the extravagance of some persons employed on our
farms. This farm of Deer Creek was consequently sold.

My absence from Baltimore obliged the buyer, one Glascoe, to
deposit the purchase money into the hands of the Most Revd.
Bishop Carroll, who deposited the same money into the bank in
my name, I being then the agent of the Corporation. The bank
paid the usual interest, which was the property of the Corpora-
tion under my guardianship, and subject to my order. In order
to help the payment of this great debt, I assisted the then Agent,
Mr. Adam Marshall, by giving him a control over the sum de-
posited in the bank, which he sold for ready money, and liqui-
dated a part of the debt of the Corporation.

This, Sir is the History of the 3000 dollars obtained from the
sale of the estate of Dear Creek. It belonged not to Harford Con-
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gregation, but it did belong to the Corporation, and was actually

its property.

Mgr. Archbishop Ambrose Maréchal brought the affair to Rome
—accused Mr. A. Marshall of the Sacrilege by selling the property
belonging to the Church, but nothing [conclusion illegible] . . .15
Father Adam Marshall wrote to the General of the Jesuits

that “the Archbishop considered himself the guardian of this
fund, and demanded an explanation of the reasons for with-
drawing it, which I declined giving him. The priest who then
attended Harford was a secular; the church belongs to the
Bishop and is one of those which Bishop Neale agreed to give up
to the Society and the present Archbishop took away again.”1¢

Father Smith wrote to Maréchal that the congregation would
not support him, having previously enjoyed the gratuitous
services of endowed incumbents. The Archbishop had visited
Harford County on September 24, 1819. He spent several days
in the area, celebrating Mass at Mrs. Gréme’s house and at
Hickory where he admired the church and its furnishings,
graveyard, fences, and linens, went fishing, and made a gastro-
nomic progress among the Boarmans, Greens, Smiths, and
“Greames” . The following October he returned and inquired
into the history of the parish.!?

The Archbishop had Smith’s successor, the Rev. Timothy
O’Brien, take some sworn statements from old-time residents
of the county to show that Mr. Shea gave his property for the
support of a resident pastor, and not for the general use of the
Jesuits. The Archbishop urged Father Francis Neale tc “put
an end to the scandalous discourses to which it give occasion.”
He insisted that Mr. Shea could not have specified in writing
his intent of endowing the priests of Harford, “since the exist-
ence of such an instrument would have exposed his donation
to be defeated, according to the iniquitous laws existing in
1764.” He attached certificates given by Mr. Pat Bennet;
Messrs. Thomas, William, and Edward Jinkins; and Mr.
Thomas Millen. Other certificates, usually small slips of paper,
were by Sarah and William McMath, Matthew and Elizabeth
Cain, G. W. Lee, Freeborn Brown, Clement Green, Elizabeth

15 Md. Province Archives, 108 Al7.

18 Ibid., 108 A13.

37 “Diary of Archbishop Maréchal, 1818-1825,” Records of American Catholic
Historical Society, XI (1900), p- 433.
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Schinelein, A. J. Gréme, and Samuel Doherty. No one remem-
bered the original sale to Father Digges in 1743.

In addition to the above certificates, I hereby certify, that I have
always (I think for forty years past,) understood that the farm on
Deer Creek, usually called the Priest’s farm was given to the Deer-
creek congregation for the use and maintenance of the clergy
acttending the same, & have also enquired a Mrs. I'loyd, a respect-
able woman of my neighborhood, 60 odd years of age, who was
born, & raised in the neighborhood of the church, say that it was
given to the congregation for that purpose by an old gentleman
whom she well knew, by the name of Thomas Shey, or, Shchy,
though commonly called Shy, & I have no doubt of the fact.
26th February 1821 Thos. Hillen
I hereby certify that the lands that James Glasso now possesses
did belong to the Catholics as 1 understand, these sixty years and
before that time, and at the time of the donation that it was
appropriated for their use by Mr. Shea, the donor.
—IFreeborn Brown

Robert Boarman declared that Henry Cooper had said “that
the property in question was left by Thomas Shea under an
explicit clause that it should be inherited pro tem by the attend-
ing priest of Harford Catholic congregation as otherwise the
congregation would not be able to support a clergyman.”

Samuel Doherty lived at Deer Creek from 1769 and understood
that Thomas Shea “left it at time of his death”; A. J. Gréme,
wrote that Shea left it “on the condition that Mr. Neale should
support the donor during life”, and also understood that the
sale money was to go to support the Hickory chapel. The
Archbishop closed his covering letter wtih:

I might bring you many collateral proofs of the same fact.
But I hope that the Corporation will reflect seriously upon the
subject and stop the mouths of those who loudly accuse it of a
notorious and scandalous injustice. Justicia elevat gentem; and 1
am sure you would look upon it as a great misfortune to enrich
the Society by the breach of a religious trust. I remain respect-
fully, Rev. and Dear Sir,

VLR Ay ARBHS

18 Ambrose Maréchal to Francis Neale, S.]., March 1, 1821, Baltimore, Province
Archives 108 Al4. Similar certificates are on file in the Baltimore Cathedral
Archives, No. 2214.
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The Corporation trustees, meeting in August 1821, declared
that the certificates failed to show their “conscientious obliga-
tion to apply the proceeds exclusively to the support of the
attending clergyman of Harford Congregation”, but they were
“justified in applying the property in question to the use of
religion in any manner they may judge proper.” It was Sep-
tember before they replied to Maréchal, informing him that
none of the witnesses had heard Mr. Shea state his intentions,
that their statements were but the hearsay of aged relatives, and
that “such evidences are not, in any tribunal known to us, re-
ceived as demonstrative proof where property is in question.”?
In November, Father Marshall sold Arabia Petrea and the
adjoining tract, Conveniency, to Mr. Thomas Stump on behalf
of the Corporation.

By this time Maréchal was in Rome where he put his claims
to Deer Creek and a tract at White Marsh, Prince George’s
County, before the Pope. He claimed that the Maryland Legis-
lature’s act of 1792 invested the property in the Bishop and
clergy of Maryland, and he insisted that the Corporation had
promised Baltimore bishops $1000 a year perpetually.?® The
matter was referred to a commission of Cardinals, who agreed
with Maréchal, and in July, 1822 the Pope issued a brief to the
Jesuit General instructing the Maryland Jesuits to turn over
to Maréchal 2,000 acres at White Marsh, free and clear. All
other property was confirmed to the Jesuits. But the Maryland
Jesuits rejected the brief as surreptitious and obtained without
giving them a chance to reply. Father Charles Neale declared
that the Maryland legislature had conferred no rights to anyone
not a member of the Corporation. The Jesuit General in Rome
refused to sign the papers of transfer,?* declaring that the terms
did not meet his original conditions for peace.

When the Jesuits’ agent, Father Adam Marshall, withdrew
the $3000 of the Deer Creek sale proceeds, there remained in
the hands of Archbishop Carroll’s executor about $1200 not
deposited in the bank. According to Hughes” deductions from
Jesnit letters, the Jesuits in 1821 or 1822 actually brought suit
against the attorney, Daniel Carroll Brent, executor and nephew

1® Hughes, Documents, 1, 306.
20 Shea, History of the Catholic Church, 111, p. 68.
21 Ibid., 111, p. 69.
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“The Most Rev. Ambrose Maréchal.
Third Archbishop of Baltimore.” 1768-
1828. Painting by Bardley. Engraved
by J. Sartain. Published by John
Murphy, Baltimore. Graphics Collec-
tion. Maryland Historical Society.

of the late Archbishop and heir to any residue of the estate.
Hughes states that their corporation indeed won a judgment
that the money belonged to the society, but Mr. Brent was
unable to pay the debt from the residue of the estate.??

The dispute continued in both Rome and Baltimore.
Maréchal began an extensive Latin correspondence with his
superiors in Rome, the Office for the Propagation of the Faith,
which governed the church in America, then considered a for-

22 Hughes, Documents, 1, p. 466. Also, Luwrence J. Kelley, S.J., “Father Charles
Neale and the Jesuit Restoration in America,” Woodstock Letters, LXXII (June,
1943), p. 138; Kelley calls the action a ‘“‘countersuit.” However, there is no
record of such a case in the Orphans’ Court dockets, administrative accounts,
claims dockets, or proceeding indices in the Hall of Records; neither is it men-
tioned in Bland’s Chancery Reports or the chancery index in the Superior Court
of Baltimore City. Hughes was writing to defend his order’s historic property
rights, but he often put them in a bad light, as in this case, where he seemed
to imply that the Jesuits committed the disloyalty of suing their deceased arch-
bishop’s estate and its executor, whereas they were suing the Archbishop’s per-
sonal heir for unidentified church funds that had perhaps been mixed with the
deceased’s personal fortune. Archbishop Carroll’s will, made in his last days,
named a number of church properties, but failed to mention any Deer Creek
proceeds, Baltimore City Wills, W.B. No. 10, fol. 83, H.R. The Baltimore City
L.gmd Records general index shows that Brent, the Jesuit corporation, and the
heirs of Archbishop Leonard Neale amicably made over properties for purely
nominal sums to the Rev. Enoch Fenwick and Archbishop Maréchal for the
diocese in the years before this controversy.
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eign missionary territory. The letters were strong and insistent,
at times indignant. They recounted the entire Shea donation
story, as well as the histories of other disputed properties.
Maréchal described himself as surrounded by Jesuits and with-
out resources. He threatened to resign his See. The letters
would suffice for a history in themselves, but a few translated
paragraphs from one written to the Cardinals of the Propaganda
on February 12, 1822 might suggest the tone:

First let me refer to the fact that gave occasion for writing this
letter. A loyal Catholic named Thomas Shea, in the year 1754,
gave his estate by donation to R. P. Benedict Neale according to
his intention that a missionary, who rarely visited the poor Cath-
olics of the Harford community might be able to stay and live
among them. About eight years ago the officials of the corpora-
tion, who possessed the civil title of the estate, sold it, and at the
urging of the most illustrious Doctor Carroll, deposited the price
in the Bank of the United States (dans la Banque des Etats Unis).
For six years the missionary of the Harford community received
the annual interest on the principal, which is 200 American
dollars.

But about the end of the year 1820 the procurator of the Society
came to Baltimore in secrecy and withdrew the principal from the
Bank. What happened to this sum of money, I do not know . . .

Meanwhile, poor Catholics of the Harford parish have collected
written testimony from a multitude of persons of both sexes by
whom it is affirmed as a well known fact that Thomas Shea had
given his estate to R. P. Benedict Neale, not that he should trans-
mit it to the Jesuits, but that it might serve in perpetuity for the
sustenance of the Harford missionary. Among these witnesses
very many Catholic men of Baltimore have been found who are
notable for their loyalty, integrity, and age.

I sent all this testimony to the fathers of the society, who were
formerly mentioned as members of the Corporation. But they
impugned the truth of these testimonies and rejected them because
of variations of no moment (indeed they were remarkably con-
sistenit with respect to substance of fact) and I sought the civil title,
which they have in their hands; they wrote the letter to me from
which the text above from the Rev. General is quoted.??

In 1823 in a letter to the Superior of the English College in
Rome, his agent, Father Gradwell, he wrote (in French):

23 Rome English College Archives, (Latin) in Hughes, Documents, I, p. 433.
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. the Jesuits are actually in possession of all the goods of the
clergy of Maryland. They have absolute administration; and as to
the revenues themselves, they are putting them up for sale. A few
days ago, in contravention of the brief of Pius VII, they sold to a
Quaker named Stump the last of the properties of the Harford
County mission, a tract called Arabia Petrea.?*

Cardinals Castiglione and de Gregorio conferred in Rome
with the Jesuit General, who showed he had ordered the Mary-
land Jesuits to pay Maréchal $1000 a year, but in July, 1824
the Propaganda refused that sort of a settlement and insisted
that within six months the White Marsh property be conveyed
to him as the Pope’s brief had directed.?s

But the Jesuits of Maryland, or their friends, had stolen a
march on Maréchal. Sometime in 1823 according to his sus-
picions, an unidentified person had taken a copy of the Brief
(only two copies had reached the United States) to Secretary of
State John Quincy Adams. The Jesuits accused Father William
Matthews, rector of Saint Patrick’s, Washington, D.C., of having
seen Mr. Adams “who was very indignant at such a mode of
procedure, and forthwith exclaimed that he would write to
Cardinal Gonzalvi.”’2¢

Maréchal got wind of this move and wrote on a personal
basis to the Marylander, Daniel Brent, first clerk of the State
Department; the same Brent, who as executor for Archbishop
Carroll’s estate, had been sued by the Jesuits’ corporation.
Brent replied October 24, 1824, and said that, while Mr. Adams
had been solicited to write such a letter, he had not yet done so.

... Mr. Adams said he would with the permission of the President
of the United States, write a letter to Cardinal Gonzalvi, at that
time Secretary of State for foreign affairs, expressive of the regret
of the executive government of the U.S., that the government of
His Holiness should have been induced to interfere at all in rela-
tion to the control or disposition of a trust, or any part of it, thus
exclusively created by an act of an independent State of this

24 Ibid., 1, p. 507.

25 Shea, History of the Catholic Church, 111, p. 70.

28 Rev. Joseph Tristam to the General, in Hughes, Documents, 11, p. 1070.
However, Father William Matthews supported Maréchal’s claim fully, even
while presiding over a Jesuit high. school. He could hardly have complained to
the State Department. In spite of his working for the good of the Washington
Catholic Seminary, the Jesuit faculty suspected his actions. Joseph T. Durkin,
S.J., William Matthews, Priest and Citizen (New York, 1963), p. 99.
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Union, and placed under the exclusive direction of a commission
established by that act itself; but circumstances at the time pre-
vented him from doing so . . .

Before closing this letter, I think it my duty to add that I am
fully persuaded that the government of the United States, as pres-
ently advised, can never view with indifference any future appeals
to such foreign states touching the administration of temporal
concerns under its own jurisdiction or that of the separated states
of this union . . .27

Maréchal protested this move in a letter (French) to Cardinal
Fesch on November 4 and enclosed a copy of Brent's letter and
gave the first suggestion of any retreat from his demands:

... not only have my adversaries represented to Mr. Adams, Secre-
tary of state in our republic that the Brief of Pius VII is a viola-
tion of the supreme and independent jurisdiction of the United
States, but also to other officers of our government; and they have
solicited a threatening letter against the government of His Holi-
ness! ! !

I love the church of Maryland, but I love the catholic church
still more, and as it is evident, seeing the bad dispositions of my
adversaries, that in insisting on the execution of the Brief of Pius
VII, they are able to do the church of J.C. a great measure of
harm, I ask you to inform the Propaganda in my name that I
will be content with an annual pension of $1000.

.. . The Jesuits are poor! They are, Monseigneur, the Ecclesi-
astical] My-Lords of my diocese. The secular missionaries are the
only true poor ones.28

Maréchal wrote to Daniel Brent the day after receiving his
letter and protested that Mr. Adams had been given a false
picture of the question; Senator Roger Brooke Taney had
assured him that it was legal to appeal to the Pope and to Jesuit
superiors in Rome ‘“‘as a matter of conscience and natural
equity.”’?* He then demanded of the Maryland Jesuit superior,
Father Francis Dzierozynski (who had come from White Russia),
the names of those who had seen Mr. Adams. In November
he warned his agent Gradwell to stand by in Rome for diplo-
matic protests, and on November 12 warned him that his
opponents had approached the governor of Maryland. He
threatened to resign and let the See of Baltimore become ex-

2= Hughes, Documents, 11, p. 1072.

28 Ibid., Documents, 11, p. 518f.
2 Ibid., 11, p. 1073.
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tinct. The next day he wrote to the Jesuit superior of Mary-
land saying that the National Intelligencer and “Adams’ paper”
were about to publish the Papal Brief for all to see. Dziero-
zynski denied having leaked the document to the press. Accord-
ing to Hughes, the papers indeed carried the brief on December
4 and 8 in English, but microfilms of those issues of the National
Intelligencer show no such entries. Some wits supposedly cir-
culated an anti-papal cartoon of a menacing pontifex inscribing
a large circle on his coveted area of Maryland. In late Decem-
ber, first clerk Brent again assured Maréchal that no formal
State Department protest had been made. Maréchal’s reaction
may be judged by the following passages from a Latin letter to
Cardinal Della Somaglia, December 21, 1824:

... by various false and insidious arguments they urged the secre-
tary of state, Mr. Adams to write a threatening letter to the pon-
tifical regime and to R. P. Fortis. To this cardinal I transmitted
a copy of the letter from Mr. Daniel Brent, secretary to Mr.
Adams, by whom this deed was snatched from the darkness and
first revealed to me.

To this the criminals added another crime a little later; behold
the copy of the Brief of Pius VII which I sent to them after my
return from Europe, which they committed for printing into the
hands of a protestant journal of Washington, that they might stir
up a blind multitude of the heterodox against the authority of the
Holy See, as if that authority were some new and formidable
threat to the peace of the citizens and to their peaceful possession
of their temporal assets. I send as an enclosure part of a daily
paper in which the imprint was made on the 4th of the present
month . . .

Unusual fear ran through Catholic minds as soon as these dark
deeds were dragged into the light. They were stupefied to see
religious men who were by vocation required to defend the Holy
See, calumniating its sacred authority, as much among our re-
publican rulers as among the American people.

That these false impressions might be removed from the mind
of Mr. Adams, one of our Maryland Senators, renowned for his
loyalty and his learning in the law, wrote to the first secretary,
D. Brent. I send along his reply, from which the Sacred Congre-
gation can see that the Jesuits have invited our government not
to allow the Supreme Pontiff to force their obedience by even
spiritual means.?¢

% Ibid., 11, p. 522f.
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In January, 1825, having heard of the Jesuit moves and their
application to John Quincy Adams, Father Gradwell wrote to
Maréchal from Rome:

After the delay of surrendering White Marsh, I conceive very
well that it is designedly impoverished and delapidated, and that
the sum which you consent to accept in lieu of it may be prefer-
able. But after what we have seen, I have no faith that those Jews
will any more part with the money than with the land.?!

The diplomatic protest apparently was never made, but once
the Archbishop had learned the feelings of Mr. Adams, he began
to hedge. According to the records of the National Archives:

The United States had no formal diplomatic relations with the
Roman States in this period. Formal diplomatic relations between
the United States and the Papal States were not established until
1848. The United States had consular representatives at Rome in
the period 1824 to 1826, but no mention of the dispute between
the Society of Jesus and the Archbishop of Baltimore Ambrose
Maréchal over the ownership of the above-mentioned lands has
been noted in the dispatches sent by these consuls to the Depart-
ment of State. Other series among the Department of State records
in the National Archives have also been examined, but no record
has been found of any documents in which the State Department
gave an interpretation of the Pope’s decision in the controversy or
protested the action taken by him.32

But whether or not the United States expressed its feelings,
the next Pope, Leo XII, decided against trying to persuade a
Maryland corporation of its moral, but not necessarily legal,
debts to their spiritual leader the Archbishop. “. .. the Soverign
Pontiff after meetings of the Propaganda, May 29 and June 20,
1826 accepted a proposition made by the Jesuit General, in his
name and that of his successors, to pay Archbishop Maréchal
during his natural life annually 800 Roman crowns from No-
vember 1, 1826, and Cardinal Somaglia wrote that the Pope
and Sacred Congregation thought that the offer ought to be
accepted.”®? The Archbishop accepted on Christmas Eve. The

3t Ibid., 11, p. 1084.

32 W. Neil Franklin, Chief, Diplomatic, Legal, and Fiscal Branch, U. S. Nationa